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Abstract 
Redevelopment of brownfield land has been identified as an essential component in 
achieving sustainable urban regeneration. In fact, brownfield redevelopment is 
equated as de facto sustainable (and presented as a headline sustainability indicator). 
However, many examples exist where redevelopment of Brownfield sites have not 
been sustainable due to a failure to assess the environmental, social, economic and 
physical impacts holistically, as well as to consider the long-term impacts of such 
projects. Therefore, this research has developed the Redevelopment Assessment 
Framework (RAF) that aims to evaluate sustainability throughout a site's land use life 
cycle. The RAF utilises sustainability indicators while taking into account relevant 
existing UK planning processes to increase its potential for use. The RAF embodies a 
participatory evaluation approach with the aim of achieving greater communication 
and project understanding. Through interviews with a range of brownfield 
regeneration stakeholders, the barriers to the adoption of existing sustainability tools 
are determined and recommendations made to overcome them. The RAF is described 
followed by the results of its evaluation based on case study trials and participants 
views. Recommendations with regard to measures -required for the wide adoption of 
this process are proposed as well as areas for future research in this field. 
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Kai 116OVIKLi PVPCDJIK6 KdOC A0749, 
jao p7ropcig mo 6ýpOova 13oviKec pvpwJiKd- 
ac 7r6Aziq A iyvn-t7aKtq ; roUtq va ; raq, 
va P60CIq Kai va ptiO. -ig a7r'Tovq o7rov3aap&ovq. 
Htivra oTov voo oov v6Xcrq T71v I06jal. 
To (pOdatpov exci dvo rpoopiau6c aov. 
A, Ud pq flid(vq roraýi`& Ji6lov. 
KaW-rEpa Xp6via ; roUd va 6iapK! cv- 
Kai yipoq; ria Vap6ýcic oTo vilai, 
7rAo6o7oq, ue 4aa Kip3meg arov c5p6, uo, 
pq rpoaJoK&raq rAo6rq va ore Jokci I 106icl. 
H106icl aWwac ro copalo raVA 
Xwpiq avriv 6ev 06flyameg oTov Jp6lo. 
A. Uo Jcv tXv va ac Man ria. 
Ki av anopK4 Tjv flpvq, il IOdKj Jcv ac yRauc. 
E-rui aoýo6q; rov tymeq, pe T6o-j 7rdpa, 
ýJq Oa ro icar&Wcc I I06xcqri o7lpaivovv. 
Kaflapp; K. 
I THA CA, CA Ca v afy 
Rae Dalvan (translator) 
When you set out on yourjourney to Ithaca, 
pray that the road is long, 
full of adventure, full of knowledge. 
The Lestrygonians and the Cyclops, 
the angry Poseidon - do notfear them: 
You will neverfind such as these on yourpath, 
ifyour thoughts remain lofty, if aftne 
emotion touches your spirit andyour body. 
The Lestrygonians and the Cyclops, 
thefierce Poseidon you will never encounter, 
ifyou do not cariy them within your soul, 
i(your soul does not set them up before you. 
Pray that the road is long. 
That the summer mornings are many, when, 
with such pleasure, with suchicy 
you will enterports seenfor thefirst time; 
stop at Phoenician markets, 
andpurchasefine merchandise, 
mother-of-pearl and coral, amber and ebony, 
and sensualperfumes ofall kinds, 
as many sensualperfumes as you can; 
visit many Egyptian cities, 
to learn and learnfrom scholars. 
Always keep Ithaca in your mind. 
To arrive there is your ultimate goal. 
But do not hurry the voyage at all. 
It is better to let it lastfor many years; 
and to anchor at the island when you are old, 
rich with all you have gained on the way, 
not expecting that Ithaca will offeryou riches. 
Ithaca has given you the beautiful voyage. 
Withoýt heryou would have never set out on 
the road. 
She has nothing more to giveyou. 
And ifyoufind her poor, Ithaca has not 
deceivedyou. 
Wise asyou have become, with so much 
exDerience. 
xi 
Chapter 1. Research Rationale, Aims and Objectives 
1.1. Rationale 
Brownfield redevelopment is part of the UK Government's strategic planning 
approach to achieving sustainable development'; it is at the heart of its urban policy 
(Adams and Watkins, 2002) and is reflected in a number of strategic guidance and 
policy documents (ODPM, 2005; ODPM, 2004; DETR, 2000). Although not 
universally accepted, an increasingly used definition of brownfield. land is: 
"any land orpremises which has previously'been used or developed and is not 
currentlyfully in use, although it may be partially occupied or utilised. It may 
also be vacant, derelict or contaminated. Therefore a brownflield site is not 
necessarily available for immediate use without intervention" (Alker, et al, 
2000 pg 49). 
In 2005, the Government identified urban regeneration and brownfield redevelopment 
as one of its main objectives in achieving sustainable development and proposed: 
"Promoting the more efficient use of land through higher density, mixed use 
development and the use of suitable previously developed land and 
buildingS2. Planning should seek actively to get vacant and underused 
previously developed land and buildings back into beneficial use to achieve 
the targets the government has setfor development on previously developed 
land. " (ODPM, 2005, para. 27) 
The targets refer to one of the Government's headline indicators of sustainable 
development which stipulates that "60% of new housing development should be on 
previously developed land" (DETR, 1999). This has recently been expanded to 
include a second component 
(b) all new development on previously developed (to capture roads and other 
infrastructure which accompany housing and other development) (ODPM, 
2005a, pg 3). 
1 Sustainable development is defined and analysed in detail in Chapter 2. 
Emphasis added. 
I 
There are a number of projected reasons for this increased emphasis on brownfield 
redevelopment: 
1. Brownfield redevelopment is believed to offer the opportunity to revitalise 
communities while simultaneously permitting the use of existing infrastructure 
and the easier integration of the project into the wider urban 
context. (DETF, 1998) 
2. Brownfield redevelopment offers the opportunity to create a more spatially 
integrated, mixed urban environment composed of resource efficient and high 
quality buildings (ibid). 
3. Brownfield redevelopment is also promoted on the assumption of its ability to 
reduce pressures to develop Greenfield sites (Grimski et al, 1998). 
Therefore, the UK Government has assumed brownfield redevelopment to be 
inherently sustainable, to the point that it has been translated into a headline indicator 
of sustainability (DETR, 1999). Headline indicators are seen as important vehicles in 
the definition as well as implementation of the Government's strategy as they are 
more tangible and specific and therefore can be (and has been) translated into policies 
and actions. 
However, the sustainability of any redevelopment should not be taken for granted, as 
there are a number of Brownfield Redevelopment Projects (BRP) which have proven 
to be unsustainable in the long-term (Cozens et al, 1999; Ball, 1999; Couch and 
Dennemann, 2000). Henderson (2004), in a literature review of past brownfield 
regeneration projects concluded that although BRPs can have benefits they can also 
have a number of adverse effects (Table 1.1). This indicates the need to consider and 
evaluate the long-term impacts of any BRP. 
Moreover, in a study by Lesage (2005) using consequential life cycle assessment to 
evaluate the different environmental consequerices of brownfield management 
options, there were no conclusive answers, demonstrating the indisputable 
sustainability of BRP. In particular, Lesage showed that the location of the brownfield 
site played a key role in a project's relative sustainability to a similar development on 
a Greenfield site, when considering transportation impacts (Lesage, 2005). Therefore, 
there is a need to consider individual BRP characteristics, rather than labelling them 
as inherently sustainable. 
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Table 1.1. The benefits and costs of Brownfield redevelopment (Henderson 2004, 
nLY26) 
Reported benefits Reported costs 
" Physical transformation of (derelict) n Encourages piecemeal rather than integrative city wide planning. 
site Accordingly investment in other area of the city declines. 
" Re-use of historical buildings e Focus is on meeting the needs of national/international capital rather 
" Place (region) marketing tool than addressing social eq64 and polarisation. 
" Diversification of economic base v One-dimensional response the multifaceted problems facing inner city 
" Generation of employment areas, results in public funds being cut in other areas. 
" New places for city residents/ a Focus is on sites within or proximate to the city centre or waterfront 
tourists to visit areas, rather than in areas of concentrated deprivation 
" Enhanced civic pride n Vulnerable to property market cycles, including speculative oversupply, 
" Increasing attractiveness of the area financial delays and being overwhelmed by latest trends. 
" Rising property values v Competitive advantage limited by replication 
" Increased business confidence w Private sector in a powerful position, such that it forces government to 
" Redeveloped area spreads heavily subsidise such developments and thus redirect resources from 
outwards social services. 
sTrickle own benefits for nearby -Uneven distribution of benefits- e. g. black and minority ethnic groups 
neighbourhoods may face barriers to Inclusion 
" Improvements In water ecology and a Volume of local employment generated may be limited because firms 
aquatic life and existing employees have relocated. 
" Improved transport infrastructure w Jobs generated often characterised by low pay, part time work, high 
nNew economic node distributes turn over rates. 
traffic pressure and relieves m Proximity to the site does not guarantee jobs for local people, as new 
congestion elsewhere employees may commute from further a field 
w Potential skills mismatch between local people and office-style jobs that 
are frequently generated * 
n Local people are priced out of the housing market or forced to relocate 
because of rising local property taxes (displacement) 
w Local people or businesses are forced to relocate because land is 
required for redevelopment 
n Development may be oriented towards the river and thus disconnected 
from surrounding areas. 
nPotential for externalities, including visual annoyance and increased 
traffic congestion. -- 
In fact, Dair and Williams (2004) argue that just because development is on a 
brownfield site this does not necessarily make it sustainable, despite government 
assumptions that this is the case. Adams and Watkins (2002) and Ball (1999) 
identified the poor quality of new housing being developed on brownfield sites as 
being an issue of concern. In particular Ball (1999) concluded that the environmental 
efficiency of buildings on BRP in many cases was inferior to much Greenfield 
development. There have also been many BRP where the very remediation process 
has caused significant envirommental effects which arguably were larger than the risk 
from retaining the contaminants in situ. Lesage (2005) concluded that the 
environmental impacts of a BRP differed according to the remediation methods used 
as well as the future use of the site. 
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Thus, the UK Government's unequivocal branding of brownfield redevelopment as 
sustainable is problematic. Deaking and Edwards (1993) and Imrie and Thomas 
(1993) highlight that there are too few critical checks when carrying out regeneration 
projects to ensure that they are sustainable. Therefore, in the light of government 
policy push for brownfield redevelopment, and the estimated growth of households 
from 20.2 million in 1996 to 24 million by 2021 (ODPM, 1999), a minimum of 60% 
of which has to be on brownfield sites, it is very timely to develop a framework which 
would enable the long-term sustainability evaluation of brownfield projects and 
potentially provide a sound evidence base for future policy guidance. 
Susskind et al (2001) comment on the general lack of evaluation of policy or project 
success 3, and attribute this to the idea that nobody likes to look at past failures. 
However, this phenomenon has significant consequences in that there is a lack of 
transfer of knowledge, or learning from past mistakes. Cozens et al (1999) talk of 
mistakes of the 1960s in terms of urban development projects being repeated. 
Tinworth (2004) expresses concern over (a) the lack of knowledge and understanding 
of sustainability of the people leading the UKs regeneration efforts and (b) the lack of 
attempts to evaluate and learn from past projects. 
For sustainable development to be more than just a popular description for any 
desirable goal, it must be defined with some precision. If the concept is to become a 
reality, it should be possible to test whether a development (in this case a BRP) is 
sustainable (George, 1999). Sustainability has different underlying principles (Chapter 
2) which need to be addressed when designing sustainability evaluation frameworks. 
Thus in order to develop such a framework for BRP, there is a need to examine in 
detail, the elements and principles of sustainability and to ensure that they are 
addressed in the evaluation (Bell and Morse, 1999; see Chapter 2). 
Patton (1997; 1982) elaborates on the slightly different issue of the general lack of use 
of evaluation findings and attributes this phenomenon to a number of main factors: 
-The lack of detailed consideration and specification of the evaluation's utility. 
3 Without specific reference to sustainability. 
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-The lack of realism and consideration of existing processes in which the evaluation 
is being introduced. 
wThe lack of involvement of evaluation users, resulting in lack of ownership and use. 
In order to design an applicable evaluation which can provide a solid basis for 
decision making there is therefore also a need to define the processes and 
particularities of BRPs (Chapter 2). For example, BRPs are perceived to be high risk 
development projects due to increased uncertainties stemn-dng mainly from the lack of 
site, background and historic information (Attoh-Okine and Gibbons, 2001; Wylie 
and Sheehy, 1999) as well as potential contamination. According to research 
presented in POST (199 8), a significant proportion of developers are reluctant to take 
on risks and effectively 'red-line' brownfield sites preferring to develop on greenfield 
sites. Thus the increased perception of risk by BRP stakeholders is seen as one of the 
main particularities of BRP and should be studied further and incorporated within the 
sustainability evaluation of such projects (see Chapter 2). 
Patton's (1997) previous point regarding the involvement of evaluation users in the 
process is also compatible with the sustainability principle of participation (Bossel, 
1999). More specifically, sustainability evaluation literature emphasises the need to 
define sustainability and its principles according to the specific context using a 
participative approach (Bell and Morse, 1999 & 2003; Ukaga and Maser, 2004). This 
indicates the need for this research to define and conceptualise the particularities and 
processes in BRP as well as the stakeholders involved in decision making or affected 
by such projects and involve them in the evaluation (see Chapter 2). To enhance the 
opportunities for the use of the evaluation results, BRP stakeholders have to be 
identified and asked to define the precise purpose that the BRP sustainability 
evaluation framework should serve (Chapters 2 and 4). 
Briefly, a BRP can be conceptualised as having a -perpetual land use life cycle with 
three distinct periods (Figure 1.1). Each period has different functions and impacts 
and therefore requires the application of different criteria for the appropriate 
evaluation of its sustainability. All three periods involve different decision making 
processes which can affect the BRP sustainability as well as stakeholders who are 
involved in decision making. Both decision makers and processes need to be 
5 
considered when developing a sustainability evaluation process (see Chapter 2). 
Figure 1.1: The Land Use Brownfield Redevelopment Project Life Cycle 
Design and Planning 
Period i 
Remediation 
ecision iDoint and 
Idle site 
Granting of 
planning 
permission 
Decision p int 
IBuilding sign off 
Operation Construction 
riod Period 
£ 
Briefly, the first period is Planning and Design, which involves the greatest variety of 
stakeholders as well a number of planning processes through which sustainability can 
be implemented and provisions for monitoring enforced (see Section 2.3). The second 
period is Remediation and Construction, where sustainability considerations such as 
dust, noise and traffic generation need to be considered. This period involves 
decisions on regulation compliance, with building. control having an important role. 
The third includes Operation and Maintenance aspects. The main BRP impacts shift 
over the life cycle from predominantly land use impacts during the first period, to 
predominantly pollution impacts such as water, air pollution during the Operation 
4 Illustration designed by author and based on adapted literature by Dair and Williams (2004). See 
Chapter 2 for more detailed analysis. 
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period. The evaluation and management of impact in the operation period follows in 
the lines of environmental management systems and could be argued to involve fewer 
regulators and controls than the Planning and Construction periodss. 
Therefore it is necessary to evaluate the long-term sustainability of BRP, which 
involves assessing sustainability at each period of the land use BRP life cycle. At each 
period this would require identifying: 
(a) the different decision making processes influencing sustainability 
(b) the stakeholders making those decisions, and 
(c) the stakeholders affected by the project, 
The field of evaluation., and more specifically sustainability evaluation, is well 
advanced and requires reviewing to ensure that 'the wheel is not being reinvented'. 
By reviewing the sustainability evaluation literature (Chapter 2), the gaps and 
overlaps can be identified and best practice extracted to inform the development of 
the sustainability framework (see Chapter 5). In research carried out by SUE-MOT 
(2004), more than 600 sustainability indicator tools were identified. Indicators have 
long been identified as desirable 'measuring rods' to assess and monitor progress 
towards sustainable development (Briassoulis, 2001) and different definitions for 
indicators reflect their intended purpose (Box -1.1). An array of sustainability 
indicators 'tools', 'toolkits', and 'checklists' have been developed to measure 
sustainability at different levels (Bell and Morse, 1999; Hardi and Zdan, 1997; Bossel, 
1999; Woodall and Crowhurst, 2003; WS Atkins, 2001). 
Despite this diversity, there is no indicator framework, which evaluates the 
sustainability of specifically BRP, throughout their land use life cycle. Considering 
the increasing growth in the number of BRPs and the evidence of continued failure to 
evaluate sustainability, and for decision makers to learn from past experience (Carley 
and Christie, 1992; Henderson, 2004), this research aims to develop a Redevelopment 
Assessment Framework. 
s The land use life cycle and different stakeholders and decision making processes are described in 
detail in Section 2.2. 
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Box 1.1. Examples of Indicator definitions 
"Indicators are proxies that suggest impacts on underlying features of concern. The proxies 
are more observable than those of concern, but should also act as indirect indices of change 
in those features" (Nugent, 1996 in Guy and Kilbert, 1998, p. 40) 
"An indicator is a parameter, or value derived from parameters, which points to, provides 
information about, describes the state of a phonomenonlenvironmentlarea, with a 
significance extending beyond that directly associated with a parameter value" (OECD 
terminology, quoted in CRISP, 2001, p. 5) 
"Sustainability indicators are 'bellweather tests of sustainability and reflect something basic 
and fundamental to the long-term economic, social and environmental health of a community 
over generations" (Sustainable Seattle, 1993, p. 4) 
"Indicators are clearly a tool for education and require a process that will insure their success" 
(Guy and Kilbert, 1998, p. 40) 
The use and nature of existing sustainability indicators has not been without criticism 
(Bell and Morse, 1999; Mitchell, 1996). For example, there are problems of 
oversimplification of complex issues through the use of indicators (Hemphill et al, 
2002). There are concerns of introducing bias through the selection of indicators 
(Bossel, 1999) and doubt over indicators' actual capacity to measure long-term 
sustainability (Bell and Morse, 1999 and 2003). Bell and Morse (1999) propose the 
acceptance of subjectivity and the adoption of a participatory approach to the 
development of indicators to ensure the inclusion of key stakeholders views. This is in 
line with more general evaluation and sustainability literature aforementioned (Patton, 
2002; Ukaga 2001). Therefore, a review of best practice regarding participation in 
particular with regard to sustainability evaluation isrequired (Chapter 2). 
Furthermore, despite the plethora of emerging sustainability indicator tools and 
frameworks, there is little documented evidence of their implementation, and even 
less on their evaluation (Innes and Booher, 2000; Mitchell, 1996; Deakin et al, 2002; 
Bell and Morse, 2003). This underlines the need to review existing sustainability tools 
and the extent of their implementation, and to trial and evaluate the proposed 
Redevelopment Assessment Framework (RAF). As the RAF is an evaluation process 
in itself, what essentially is required is an evaluation of the evaluation framework (in 
this case the RAF), defined by Scriven (1991) as 'metaevaluation'. Patton (1997) 
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describes and comments on the lack and importance of metaevaluations in general, 
and states that they assist to plan, conduct, improve, interpret and report on evaluation 
studies. Stufflebeam, (2001, p. 184) warns (not referrmg to sustainability evaluation in 
particular) that: 
$evaluations might be flawed by inadequate focus inappropriate criteria, 
technical errors, excessive costs, abuse of authority, shoddy implementation, 
tardy reports, biased findings, ambiguous findings, unjustified conclusions, 
inadequate or wrong interpretation to users, unwarranted recommendations 
and counterproductive interference in programs being evaluated'. 
Stuffelbeam (2001 and 2001 a) reports on methods of conducting metaevaluations and 
recommends the determination of the metaevaluation criteria taking into account the 
purpose of the evaluation and following deliberation with evaluation users over what 
they should be. This approach is pursued in this research. 
Finally, many research projects in this field have been criticised for being too 
theoretical and not representing the needs of the real world (Brown, 2003). 
Specifically, with regard to sustainability indicators there has been an identified lack 
of utilization of results obtained through monitoring in decision making (Rootheroo, 
et al 1997; Carley and Christie, 1992). Therefore, the approach to this research is to 
identify the potential evaluation users and their needs and to develop a 
Redevelopment Assessment Framework (RAF) which is easy to use, cost effective 
and not time consuming and which through its design can be utilised in existing 
sustainability decision making processes. Based on the above discussion, the aim and 
objectives of this research are now described in Section 1.2. 
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1.2. Aim and Objectives 
The aim of this research is: 
to develop the Redevelopment Assessment Framework (RAF) to be a usable 
process for the long-term evaluation of Brownfield Redevelopment Project 
(BRP) sustainability. 
To achieve the above aim the following objectives need to be met. 
a. To conceptualise and operationalise the key parameters of a Sustainable 
Brownfield Redevelopment Project (BRP). ""at are the elements and 
processes of a BRP and what makes a BRP different and particular to a 
Greenfield development project? " 
b. To review the existing range of sustainability indicator tools, identify overlaps, 
interlinkages and gaps, as well as investigate current utilisation and limitations 
to their implementation for Brownfield Redevelopment Projects. 
C. To investigate existing sustainability implementation and monitoring process 
and where relevant integrate them within the Redevelopment Assessment 
Framework, thus ensuring its applicability. 
d. To establish the role of key stakeholders in Brownfield Redevelopment 
Projects, specifically with regard to sustainability decision making and 
monitoring, and develop appropriate participation techniques allow for their 
input and utilisation of the Redevelopment Assessment Framework. 
e. To develop the Redevelopment Assessment Framework. 
f To trial the RAF in real life case studies. 
g. To evaluate the RAF and its potential for future application (conduct a 
metaevaluation). 
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1.3. Research Design 
This section outlines the general research design qf the thesis, in order to provide a 
justification and understanding of how the RAF was developed, trialled and 
evaluated. What is not presented in this Section is a detailed description of the various 
research methods used. Instead, each Chapter includes a section to describe the 
different research methods as well as an assessment of their strengths and weaknesses. 
This project is an example of practical, applied research, strongly informed by 
evaluation theory. Not only is the RAF an evaluation process in itself, but the process 
used to develop the RAF is also based on evaluation theory, including the final 
metaevaluation of the RAF. The research was essentially undertaken in three distinct 
stages (Figure 1.3) which are: the causal design of the RAF (Stage 1); the case study 
trials of the RAF (Stage 2) and the metaevaluation of the RAF (Stage 3). Each stage 
involved a number of sub-stages or processes, the methodologies of which are 
described in the relevant chapters. 
This research incorporates a range of methodological approaches. The literature 
review and review of existing evaluation tools comprise the descriptive element of the 
project, providing an overview of the current situation regarding brownfield 
redevelopment and sustainability evaluation. Chapter 4 moves the project beyond this 
initial description onto analysis as it investigates what is working and what is 
problematic in brownfield evaluation and why this is the case. These descriptive and 
analytical approaches make up stage 1 of the project and provide a robust basis to 
ground the normative component of this research, which is the development of the 
RAF. A key strength of the research design adopted is its methodological pluralist 
approach. Not only does it have descriptive, analytical and normative components, but 
goes one step further; having developed the RAF, it then actually implements, 
evaluates and consequently reftes, the framework (Stage 3, Chapter 6). 
II 
The initial causal design (Yin, 1993) involved a literature review (Chapter 2) as well 
as a review of existing sustainability tools (Chapter 3) used to (initially) design the 
RAF. However, in order to enhance its potential use, this initial RAF was presented to 
a range of Brownfield redevelopment stakeholders (Chapter 4), who were asked their 
opinion and to make recommendations to improve the practicality and usefulness of 
the RAF. Following each interview (a total of 41) the RAF was modified to take into 
account the comments of the individual interviewees. Thus the RAF was developed 
interactively with its potential users. Standard interview questions were also asked 
prior to discussing the RAF, the results of which are presented in Chapter 4. These 
also helped in the RAF refinement and finalisation as well as in the development of 
the final specifications which the RAF needed to meet and be evaluated against. This 
thesis does not provide the trail of the changes made to the initial design, only the 
final product (Chapter 5). However, it can be concluded that the initial causal design, 
apart from undertaking the tasks specified in Table 1.2, essentially culminated with 
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Figure 1.2. The Research Process 
the development of the RAF in addition to a set of specifications (or criteria) which 
could be used in the metaevaluation in Stage 3 (Figure 1.3). 
Table 1.2 Causal Design Research Methods and Objectives 
RAF Causal Design (Stage 1) 
Methods Outcomes Objective 
so 
Literature w Greater understanding and background of the Brownfield Redevelopment a, b, c, 
Review on: process, its particularities specifically regarding Increased risk and its d. 
Risk, Brownfield management and the various stakeholders involved as well as best practice in 
redevelopment participant involvement 
Planning and a Background of existing sustainability planning and regulatory processes 
Regulation relevant to BRP through which the RAF could be applied. 
processes a Background on existing sustainability indicator tools and their limitations as well 
Sustainability as applicability to BRP. 
Indicators, z Initial theoretical RAF Design and specifications 
Participation 
BRP v Identification of who are the different BRP stakeholders / dynamics and their c, d 
Stakeholders role In sustainability decision making. 
Seml- a The importance and current utilisation of monitoring, and their perceived 
structured benefits and barriers to the wider application of sustainability monitoring, 
Interviews a The interviews helped identify barriers to existing tool uptake and their 
limitations as well as Identify the function the RAF should serve as 
perceived by the stakeholders. (RAF Specifications) 
RAF design refinement through each interview (achievement of final RAF 
esign 
Developer Understanding of the extent developers are currently carrying out sustainability b 
Survey evaluations and existing tools utilised. 
See Section 1.2. 
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Stage 2 of this research trialled the refined RAF in real life case studies of brownfield 
redevelopment projects. Background to the case studies and a description of the 
process is provided in Chapter 5. In this, participant and non-participant observation 
methods were used along with a document trail. This exercise involved a 'descriptive 
evaluation' which describes what happened when qarrying out the RAF but does not 
include questions of "why" or cause/effect analyses (Patton, 1997). As part of the 
descriptive evaluation the resources and time required to carry out the RAF were 
recorded including the external conditions under which the case study trial was 
carried out (Patton, 1982). The research methods utilised to undertake the descriptive 
evaluation are analysed in Chapter 5, and are aimed at achieving objective (0. 
Stage 3 was designed to achieve objective (g) of th 
*e 
research; 'to evaluate the RAF 
and its potential for future application'. It required answering questions such as: 
i) Are the main aims/ specifications of the RAF achieved through its 
implementation? 
How does it work in practice? 
What are the main benefits and shortcomings of employing such a 
process? 
iv) What are the main barriers to the RAF's successful implementation? 
V) What is the RAF scope for further implementation? 
It therefore incorporated a number of different evaluations described analytically in 
Chapter 6. In general however, Stage 3 evaluation is formative and predominantly 
internal in nature, asking case study participants, using semi-structured interviews to 
evaluate the process based on their experience, with the aim of establishing how the 
RAF can be improved and widely implemented. 
Overall as a research design, the approach fbllowý a relatively strong methodology: 
the research develops the RAF, and then goes on to apply it in real life case studies 
and then examines its feasibility through a structured metaevaluation process, 
something not commonly done, although perceived as best practice (Patton, 1997; 
Stufflebeam, 2001). 
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1.4. Research Context 
This PhD thesis is essentially the end product of research carried out for the 
Sustainable Urban Brownfield Regeneration: Integrated Management (SUBR: IM) 
research consortium. SUBRJM is a YI. 8 million EPSRC funded research consortium 
which aims to find solutions to the problems of developing brownfield land and 
essentially advising the National Brownfield Strategy (English Partnerships, 2003). 
The consortium aims to develop technical solutions and tools for restoring 
brownfleld land in urban areas, whilst at the same time increasing the 
knowledge base of all stakeholders involved in such development. This 
includes investors, developers, planning bodies and local authorities, but also 
the general public and engineers who worý with such problems (SUBR: IM, 
2006). 
SUBR: IM consists of 10 academic partner institutions and a number of industry 
partners, undertaking 17 distinct research projects (Appendix 1). This research was 
carried out under Work Package D, charged with developing a framework to evaluate 
the sustainability of brownfield redevelopment projects. Carrying out this PhD 
research whilst working for the SUBR: IM consortium has provided many 
opportunities and influences in the following ways: 
-Access to case study sites. 
-Opportunities for peer review of work through conferences and (project and 
consortium) steering groups. 
-Collaborative data collection 
-Collaboration with other research consortia. 
SUBR: IM has a portfolio of 20 different case study brownfield sites in the Thames 
Gateway and Greater Manchester area which were used in part by all the 17 different 
work packages. This could be perceived as restricting this research, in terms of site 
choice, but in reality the areas on which the portfolio sites were located were 
distinctly different (see Chapters 4 and 5 for case study descriptions) and offered 
sufficient choice to produce a representative selection. Additionally, being part of 
such a large national research project was an important factor in obtaining the consent 
of the various case study partners to trial the RAF. 
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Part of the obligations of each work package was to report progress to the 
consortium's steering group as well as to set up a project steering group. Although 
time consuming, regular consultation and peer review of the research, particularly of 
the RAF model, by various academic and industry experts provided valuable feedback 
and helped in the reflinement of the RAF (this information has not been included as 
part of the methodology or data collection). Also the research project was required to 
present its work to the whole consortium at internal conferences and researcher 
gatherings taking place twice a year, which again provided useful feedback. 
The involvement with the SUBR: IM research consortium above all provided the 
opportunity for joint and extended data collection. For example, a collaborative 
National Developers Survey was carried out headed by the University of Reading, as 
well as joint interviews (see Chapter 4). The University of Cambridge (Work Package 
E) assisted by providing a non-participant observer (Chapter 5). 
One of the main advantages of working with SUBRIM was the opportunity for the 
close collaboration with other research consortia, in * 
particular SUE-MoT (Sustainable 
Urban Environments Metrics Models and Toolkits) and RESCUE (Regeneration of 
European Sites in Cities and Urban Environments). This helped to avoid duplication 
of work as well as provided the opportunity to keep abreast with the developments in 
other collaborators' fields. In particular, collaboration with SUE-MoT enabled access 
to information on the different indicator tools which was then reviewed independently 
here (see Chapter 3). 
Finally and most importantly, carrying out research as part of SUBR: lM enabled the 
wider dissemination of the findings of this thesis, as well as increasing the potential 
for their future utilisation and adoption - one of the author's personal aims. Close 
collaboration with SEEDA (South East of England Development Agency) (on Work 
Package D steering group) has offered the opportunity for the potential application of 
the RAF throughout the South East (see Chapter 7). 
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1.5. Guide to Chapters 2-7 in the Thesis 
Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature. Section 2.1 defines sustainability with 
regard to the UK brownfield context and looks at the theory of its evaluation. Section 
2.2 looks at the brownfield redevelopment project land use life cycle and identifies the 
different impacts occurring throughout it. Section 2.3 examines the planning 
processes and opportunities which they present to implement and review 
sustainability. BR. P are classified as high risk deQopments so Section 2.4 looks at 
risk assessment and management processes and the links to sustainability. Section 2.5, 
reviews participation theory and sets out the criteria of good participation as well as 
identifies the stakeholders involved in BRP. 
Chapter 3 reviews 25 existing sustainability evaluation tools based on criteria 
developed in Chapter 2. Chapter 4 presents the results of 41 interviews with various 
BRP stakeholders, looking at the methods they currently employ to implement and 
assess the sustainability of BRP. The results include a summary of the perceived 
benefits and barriers stakeholders identified in existing evaluation tools as well as 
recommendations which are used to shape the RAF. 
In Chapter 5 the RAF is described followed by examples of its implementation in the 
case study trials. Chapter 6 presents the results of the RAF case study metaevaluations 
based on case study participants' views. The thesis concludes (Chapter 7) with a 
discussion of the value of this research and its limitations as well as general 
recommendations regarding actions for the future adoption of the RAF and areas 
requiring further research. 
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Chapter 2. Brownfield redevelopMent- evaluating its 
sustainability 
This chapter reviews relevant literature in order to achieve objectives (a) to (d) (see 
Section 1.2). To develop a useful evaluation there needs to be a clear definition of 
what is being evaluated (Patton, 2002). Therefore, for this research, there needs to be 
a definition of BRP sustainability and its implications regarding its evaluation 
(Section 2.1) as well as of the BRP processes (Section 2.2). The RAF will make use 
of indicators, therefore literature on the characteristics that define an 'ideal' indicator 
is reviewed (Section 2.2.1). As mentioned in Chapter 1, planning in the UK plays an 
important role in the BRP process as well as in the general implementation and 
evaluation of sustainability and consequently is reviewed in Section 2.3. Increased 
uncertainty and subsequent perceived risk, was identified as one of the characteristics 
of BRP in Chapter I and thus is explored fin-ther in Section 2.4 to identify possible 
implications for the evaluations (RAF) design. Ukaga and Maser (2004) emphasise 
the importance of participatory evaluation, and thus Section 2.5 focuses on identifying 
the range of BRP stakeholders and/or users with the aim of involving them in the 
development and use of the sustainability evaluation findings. Based on the above 
review the initial theoretical RAF design was developed 7 as well as a list of 
theoretical specifications or criteria which the RAF should achieve (Section 2.6). 
2.1. Sustainability evaluation 
In order to evaluate the sustainability of BRP there is a need to define sustainability 
and identify its main components. The term sustainability means different things to 
different people (Bell and Morse, 1999). One of the most frequently quoted 
definitions is from the Bruntland Report which states: 
"Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs. " (WCED, 1987, pg 43). 
However as this research focuses on the M of more relevance is the latest 
sustainable development government definition which is to 'enable all people 
throughout the world to satisfy their basic needs and enjoy a better quality of life 
7 Which is not described. (See Chapter 5 for the final version of the RAF ) 
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without compromising the quality of life offuture generations' (HM Govemment, 
2005, pgl) and is supported by five principles (Figure 2.1) which are intended to be 
the basis of sustainability objectives and all UK policies and are thus presented as a 
vehicle for implementing sustainability. Yet at the time this research was initiated the 
available government definition was 'ensuring a better quality of life for everyone, 
now andforfuture generations to come'(DETR, 1999). This definition is very similar 
to the new one but was supplemented by four principles, rather than the new 
strategy's five principles (Figure 2.1). These four principles had to be met 
simultaneously and take into account the long-term implications of decisions; they 
were used as a basis for this research and are: 
-Socialprogress which recognises the needs of everyone, ý 
-Effective protection of the environment, ý 
-Prudent use ofnatural resources; 
wMaintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and employment. 
(DETR, 1999). 
Figure 2.1 New UK Principles of Sustainable Development (HM Government, 2005, pg 
3) 
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It needs to be emphasised that there is no agreed definition of sustainability but rather 
criticism over its vagueness as a concept in general (Mebratu, 1998). Although, 
sustainable development and sustainability can be defined differently, because of the 
general lack of consensus on a definition for either of the two concepts and due to 
their ambiguity they are more often than not used as synonyms. Therefore throughout 
this thesis the terms are used interchangeably. 
Disapproval over the government's interpretation - and (lack of) implementation of 
sustainability is widely published (Couch and Dennemann, 2000; George, 1999; 
Stubbs, 2004). Even the aforementioned UK principles of sustainable development, 
although adopted as a basis for this research, can also be criticised for being 
conflicting and ambiguous (Couch and Dennemann, 2000). 
When analysing the government definition (DETi, 1999) it is apparent that it is in 
accordance with the Brundtland definition (WCED, 1987) which implies a very 
important shift from an idea of sustainability as a primarily ecological concept to a 
framework that also emphasises the economic and social context of development. 
Therefore, in considering the elements of a sustainable brownfield redevelopment 
project it becomes apparent that environmental,. social and economic objectives 
should be defined, achieved and evaluated. MacLaren (1996) and Hardi and Zdan 
(1997) emphasise the need to adopt a holistic approach when assessing sustainability 
by giving equal consideration to all three issues. This indicates that when reviewing 
existing sustainability evaluation tools (Chapter 3) as well as when developing a BRP 
evaluation framework, one of the criteria should be to ensure that a holistic approach 
is adopted. 
Although, the above is important in defining the scope and breadth of issues which 
need to be considered, it is of little help in actually defining a sustainable BRP. 
Therefore, as a general basis, sustainability objectives developed specifically for BRP 
in research carried out by Dair and Williams (2004) were provisionally adopted (Box 
2.1). These objectives are based on the UK Government principles (DETR, 1999), yet 
have been refined to reflect issues of BRP and therefore were considered more 
relevant to this research and a good starting point. 
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Box 2.1. Objectives of Sustainable Brownfield developments adapted from Dair and 
Williams (2004) 
Objective 1: Social Progress which recognises the needs of everyone. 
Improved access to services 
Social exclusion 
Reduction of poverty 
Improvement of housing 
Reduction of unemployment 
Increased safety 
Health Improvement 
Objective 2: Effective protection of the environment. 
Improve air quality 
Minimising use of chemicals and risk from 
contamination 
Wildlife protection 
Protection of the landscape 
Protection of heritage/ historic buildings 
Objective 3: Prudent use of natural resources 
Efficient use of non-renewable resources 
e. g. oillgas, minerals 
Increased use of renewable resources 
Objective 4: Maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth. 
Greater job opportunities 
Increase of skilled and educated workforce 
Higher living standards 
Business investment and supporting 
infrastructure. 
One of the key documents on sustainability and its evaluation are the Bellagio 
Principles (Box 2.2) (Hardi and Zdan, 1997). The Bellagio Principles set out the ideal 
requirements for assessing progress towards sustainable development (ibid) and in 
doing so also indirectly define sustainability (Bell and Morse, 2003). Therefore, for 
the purpose of denoting the specifications of an evaluation of BRP sustainability, the 
Bellagio Principles can be considered as Key. These Principles serve as guidelines for 
the whole of the assessment process, including the choice and design of indicators, 
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their interpretation and communication of the results (International Institute for 
Sustainable Development IISD; 2006). The first Principle calls for a vision, which 
provides orientation and is expressed in practical terms by clear goals. Principles 2-5 
address the content of the assessment procedure, and arguably defme sustainability. 
Principles 6-8 concern the actual analysis and Principles 9 and 10 underscore the 
importance of sufficient and continuous reporting capacity (Hardi and Zdan; 1997). 
Gessner et al (2001, p. 69), state that the principles are 'userftiendly, robust and 
widely known and accepted as a concrete expression of Agenda 21'. However, they 
have also been criticised for being vague (Becker, 2004), and Bossel (1999) points out 
that it is practically impossible to fulfil all the Bellagio principles. This implies that 
any evaluation will require trade-offs with regard to which Bellagio principles are 
met. A range of sustainability frameworks have subsequently been developed which 
have used the Bellagio principles as a basis but have been modified to suit the specific 
application or context. For examples, see Water Supply and Sanitation Collaborative 
Council (2005), Hardi and Zdan (1997), Gessner et al (2001), Hass et al (2003) and 
Becker (2004). In the same way there is a need to critically consider these broad 
themes emerging from these principles and translate them into implications regarding 
the evaluation of brownfield redevelopment sustainability. 
'D-- 1) 1) D. 4-ýi"Iaog 
1. GUIDING VISION and GOALS 
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should: 
0 Be guided by a clear Vision of SD and goals that define that vision. 
2. HOLISTIC PERSPECTIVE 
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should: 
Include a review of the whole system as well as its pads; 
Consider the well-being of social, ecological and economic subsystems their state; as well as the 
direction and rate of change of the state of the component pads; and the interaction between parts; 
Consider both the positive and negative consequences of human activity in a way that reflects the costs 
and benefits for human and ecological systems, both in monetary and non-monetary terms. 
3. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS 
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should: 
Consider equity and disparity within the current population and between present and future generations, 
dealing with such concerns as resource use, over consumption and poverty, human rights and access to 
services as appropriate; 
Consider the ecological conditions on which life depends; 
Consider economic development and other non-market activities that contribute to human and social 
well-being. 
4. ADEQUATESCOPE 
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should: 
8 Source: Hardi and Zdan (1997) 
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" Adopt a time horizon long enough to capture both human ecosystem time scales, thus responding to 
current shod term decision making needs as well as those of future generations. 
" Define a space of study large enough to include not only local but also long distance Impacts on people 
and ecosystems; 
" Build on historic and current conditions to anticipate future conditions; where we want to go, where we 
could go. 
5. PRACTICAL FOCUS 
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should be based on: 
" An explicit set of categories or an organising framework that links vision and goals to indicators and 
assessment criteria; 
" A limited number of key issues for analysis; 
" A limited number of indicators or indicator combinations to provide a clearer signal of progress 
" Standardising measurement whenever possible to permit comparison 
" Comparing indicator values to targets reference values ranges thresholds or direction of trends as 
appropriate. 
6. OPENNESS 
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should: 
" Make the methods and data that are used accessible to all; 
" Make explicit all judgments assumptions and uncertainties In data and Interpretations. 
7. EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION 
Assessment of progress towards sustainable development should: 
" Be designed to address the needs of the audience and set of users; 
" Draw from indicators and other tools that are stimulating and serve to engage decision makers; 
" Aim from the outset for simplicity in structure and use of clear and plain language. 
8. BROAD PARTICIPATION 
Assessment of progress towards sustainable development should: 
" Obtain broad representation of key grass roots, professional technical and social groups including youth 
women and indigenous people to ensure recognition of diverse and changing values. 
" Ensure participation of decision makers to secure a firm link to adopted policies and resulting action 
9. ONG5"ING ASSESSMENT 
Assessment of progress towards sustainable development should: 
0 Develop a capacity for repeated measurement to determine trends; 
0 Be iterative, adaptive and responsive to change and uncertainty because systems are complex and 
change frequently; 
" Adjust goals, frameworks and indicators as new insights are gained; 
" Promote development of collective learning and feedback to decision making. 
10. INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY 
Continuity of assessing progress towards sustainable development siiould be assured by; 
Clearly assigning responsibility and providing ongoing support in the decision making process; 
ProViding institutional capacity for data collection maintenance and documentation; 
0 Supporting development of local assessment capacity. 
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The first Principle calls for the creation of a clear vision and goals for the 
achievement of sustainable development. However, as discussed previously, there is 
no consensus regarding the definition of this concept. Ukaga and Maser (2004) and 
Bell and Morse (1999) attribute this phenomenon primarily to individual values 
influencing this definition. The importance of values and the different perceptions of 
sustainable development is widely addressed in the literature especially with regard to 
sustainability evaluation frameworks and indicator development (Maclaren, 1996; 
Bell and Morse, 1999; 2003; Owens and Cowell, 2001; Innes and Booher, 2000; 
Brugman, 1997; Ukaga, 2001; Breheny, 1994; Brandon et al, 1997). Meppeni and 
Gill (1998) in Bell and Morse (2003) assert that to operationalise sustainability 
requires moving from literary or scientific definitions towards a process that 
recognises diversity of perspective. Brugmann (1997, p. 63) states that: 
'sustainability indicators need to be developed with inputfrom a broad range 
of stakeholders since sustainability is such q value-laden and context sensitive 
concept'. 
Ukaga (2001) asserts that sustainability indicators should be designed to provide the 
information which people want to know in order to promote sustainability in their 
area of interest, which is also in line with the Bellagio principles. This points out the 
need for a participatory approach to sustainability indicator development which will 
allow evaluation users to define sustainability themselves. 
This has important implications regarding the development of a framework for the 
evaluation of brownfield redevelopment projects. Adopting an approach which makes 
use of participatory methods would differ from the usual technocentric top-down 
methods adopted to develop many of the existing sustainability evaluation and 
indicator tools9 (Bell and Morse, 2003). This conclusion does not render useless the 
definition of sustainability and objectives presented in Box 2.1. Dair and Williams' 
(2004) definition of brownfield sustainability can be used as a starting point for the 
BRP stakeholders to develop their own definition and indicators which would reflect 
the particular brownfield development. 
See Chapter 3 for a review of indicator tools. 
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Additionally, adopting a participatory approach to sustainability indicator 
development is also essential when considering the function of indicators as 
educational tools (Box 1.1). Guy and Kilbert (1998) emphasise the value of 
sustainability indicators as educational tools. Innes and Booher (2000, p. 177) state 
that 'indicators' main influence is not primarily after they are developed and 
published, but rather during the course of their development. ' Both Bell and Morse 
(1999,2003) and Innes and Booher (2000) convey that the learning value of 
sustainability indicators is during the development, implementation and analysis of 
the indicators rather than the acquisition of results. This is an important consideration 
when taking into account Tinworth's (2004) and Ball's (1999) comments on the lack 
of knowledge and understanding of sustainability of regenerators and developers 
themselves. In evaluating the sustainability of BRPs, emphasis should therefore be 
placed on the process of development of the indicators and assessment, rather than on 
the actual indicators themselves or the results obtained. In fact, the role of such an 
evaluation could be seen as a procedure through which new knowledge and ideas on 
sustainability could enter the decision making process. 
However, Patton (1982,1997,2002) emphasises the need for evaluation users to 
define the function of the evaluation. Furthermore, Clark and Dawson (1999) point 
out that benefits from participative evaluation processes, such as learning and 
communication, do not just occur but rather have to be carefully designed in the 
evaluation. Therefore, finther investigation is required to identify BRP stakeholders 
and best practice participatory theory (Section 2.5) as well as to question a range of 
them to establish the specific purpose they perceive BRP sustainability evaluation 
should have (See Chapter 4). 
Giampietro et al (2006, p. 62) state that 'sustainability cannot be defined in a 
substantive formal way once andfor all' and Breheny (1994) points out that any 
definition of sustainability needs to be context specific in order to be operationalised; 
yet the difficulty of doing so is expanded upon in George (1999). However, Patton 
(1982,1997) discusses the general lack of utilisation of evaluation findings at length 
and attributes it to several things, including the lack of situational responsiveness in 
evaluation methodology. Mitchell (1996) attributes the lack of implementation of a 
26 
common set of sustainability indicators to the differences between both evaluation 
users and evaluation developers and the differences between localities. 
For example, Todd and Geisler (1999), in reviewing the Green Building Tool, 
developed to monitor the sustainability of buildings internationally, identified the 
difficulty in obtaining sustainability benchmarks and in defining and weighting 
criteria appropriately as they differed between localities. Bentivenga et al (2002, p. 
93) states: 
'strategies that should be employed [with regard to sustainability evaluation] 
should not be based on afixed target or blueprint, but on an integrated and 
flexible approach that adjusts to local conditions and the local community 
requirements'. 
Thus, there is a need for the evaluation of brownfield projects to be context specific 
and flexible, aiming to develop sustainability indicators with the input of local 
decision makers which are appropriate for informing BRP decision making at the site 
level. I 
The lack of use of existing sustainability indicator tools is also discussed in Rootheroo 
et al (1997) and Mitchell (1996). SUE-MoT (2004) comments on the limited 
published information about the extent of use as well as the quality of existing tools. 
This is attributed in part to their lack of integration with existing institutional decision 
making processes which have the power to influende a project's sustainability (Rydin 
et al, 2003). Tonn et al (2000) comment on the lack of a structured investigation into 
methods of incorporating sustainability into the process of decision making and Parr 
et al (2003) underline the need to examine how systems like research and planning 
work together, with the aim of identifying ways in which research results can increase 
their capacity to influence change. 
Institutional capacity regarding the development of sustainability indicators is also a 
Bellagio, Principle. There is therefore a need to identify existing BRP decision making 
processes which influence the sustainability of projects and to integrate them when 
developing a sustainability evaluation framework. Therefore the decision making 
processes relevant to BRP are examined in Section 2.2. Several issues regarding the 
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nature of indicators addressed in a number of the Bellagio Principles require Rifther 
consideration before developing a BRP sustainability evaluation framework. 
2.1.1 The ideal sustainability indicator 
There is extensive dispute in the literature over the ideal methodological 
characteristics of indicators (Hardi and DeSouza-Huletey, 2000; Shane and Graedel, 
2000; Custance and Hillier, 1998) which are also relevant to the Bellagio Principles 
which the BRP evaluation framework aspires to meet. The main methodological 
disputes concern: 
-the appropriate number of indicators; 
-the most suitable way of presenting them; and 
-their nature (i. e. qualitative vs quantitative). 
They are considered here as they aid in the development of an indicator selection 
process to be used for the BRP evaluation framework. 
It is evident from a review of the literature (Sustainable Seattle, 1993; Nurick and 
Johnson, 1998; LGBM, 1995; Cartwright, 2000; Guy and Kilbert, 1998) that there is a 
lack of consensus regarding the appropriate number of indicators needed to evaluate 
sustainability. Bell and Morse (2003) identify a tendency for the selection of 20 
indicators. Guy and Kilbert (1998) propose the use of an initial list of 100 indicators 
which can be distilled to manageable sets of 15-20. However, drawing on general 
evaluation theory (Patton, 1997), the question lies. in: what is manageable to whom 
and for what? Bossell (1999, p. 57) states that 'the number of indicators should be as 
small as possible, but not smaller than necessary'. 
For the purposes of this framework, it is not possible or theoretically appropriate to 
predetermine and specify the number of indicators which should be used. Instead the 
number of indicators should be agreed upon by 1he evaluation users (Ukaga and 
Maser, 2004) having taken into account the scale and nature of BRP they are 
evaluating as well as the relevant feasibility issues, such as cost and availability of 
data. 
Apart from the Bellagio Principles there is a great deal of literature reflecting on the 
ideal nature (characteristics) of sustainability irldicators (Table 2.1). There are 
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disputes as to whether indicators should be quantitative or qualitative (Pinfield, 1996). 
Guy and Kilbert (1998) and Mitchell (1996) do not explicitly exclude the use of 
qualitative indicators but make the assumption that they should be quantitative (Table 
2.1). This is evident when looking at proposed indicator selection criteria (Table 2.1) 
and Bellagio Principles (Box 2.2) where several authors make recommendations on 
the characteristics of indicators upon which their selection or development should be 
based. Gallopin in Moldan et al (1997), even suggest conditions under which 
qualitative indicators are preferable. For example it is proposed that qualitative 
indicators are often more appropriate to evaluate social issues (ibid). Bell and Morse 
(2003) point out the compatibility between qualitative research and analysis of 
sustainable development due to the fact that qualitative methods allow for a 
multiplicity of perspectives and values, which essentially reflects sustainability. 
Considering the participatory approach recommended for the evaluation of BRP 
sustainability it becomes apparent that a strictly quantitative set of indicators is not 
considered necessary or appropriate. Instead Todd and Geissler's (1999) and Ukaga 
and Maser's (2004) view is embraced which proposes that evaluation users determine 
the characteristics of the indicators themselves following a structured consideration of 
the various sustainability aspects which they wish to monitor and evaluate. 
I T-A-+. - 1-+ fl,, - ncep. ement and selection of ideal indicators 
Bell and Morse 
(2003) p. 31 
0 Specific ( must clearly relate to outcomes) 
0 Measurable (implies that it must be a quantitative indicator) 
" Usable (practicable) 
" Sensitive (must readily change as circumstances change) 
" Available (it must be relatively straight forward to collect the necessary data for 
the indicator) 
" Cost effective (it should not be a very expensive task to access the necessary 
data) 
LGBM (1995) p. 35 Be significant 
Have a reasoned relationship to sustainability at both global and local level 
Be relevant to local government but also to the ordinary citizen 
Reflect local circumstances 
Be based on relatively easy to collect information 
" Show trends over reasonable timescales 
" Have a relationship to other sets of indicators 
" Be both individually and collectively meaningful 
" Be clear easy to understand and educate as well as inform 
Provoke change in policies services lifestyles etc 
Lead to the setting of targets or thresholds 
Church and MTHarry 9 Linked to sustainability, ideally both locally and globally 
1994 p. 208 0 Relevant to ordinary citizens as we as to local government and easy to 
I understand 
0 Likely to change form year to year and more Importantly, open to being changed 
as a result of local action 
Linked to setting targets for action 
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* Measurable either by the local authority or by a body that can make the data 
available. 
Maclaren (1996) p. 0 Integrating 
186 0 Forward looking 
0 Distributional 
0 Developed with the input from multiple stakeholders in the community 
Mitchell (1996) p. 9 9 Relevant to the issues of concern and scientifically defensible 
0 Sensitive to change across space and social groups 
* Sensitive to change over time 
0 Supported by consisted date 
0 Understandable and if appropriate resonant 
0 Measurable 
a Expressed in a way that makes sense (percentage rate, per capita, absolute 
value) 
0 The identification of targets and trends that allow progress towards or away from 
sustainability to be determined. 
Holland (1997) p. 43- 0 Resonance: would the audience empathise with the indicator? 
44 0 Significance: is the indication unambiguous and clear? 
0 Comparability: is the indication capable of comparison with other values reported 
elsewhere? 
0 Action orientation: is it clear who will carry out the required action? 
0 Relation to other Indicators: as well as being meaningful on its own does the 
indicator have a collective meaning? 
Guy and Kilbert Community involvement were they developed and acceptable by the 
(1998) p. 41 stakeholders of the system of concern? 
Linkage: do they link environment economic and social issues? 
Valid: do they measure something that is related to the state of the system? 
Available and timely: can the data be collected on an annual basis? 
Stable and reliable: compiled using a systematic and fair method? 
Understandable: simple enough to be Interpreted by lay persons? 
Responsive: they respond quickly and measurably to changes? 
Policy relevance: relevance to public or corporate policy? 
Representative: as a group they cover the important dimensions of the focus 
area 
Flexible: they are important to use regardless of whether data is not readily 
available considering the data might be available in the future? 
Proactive: do they act as a warning rather than measure an exiting state? 
Long range: do they focus on the long-term? 
Act locally think globally: do they promote sustainability at the expense of others? 
There is also disagreement on the desirable extent of aggregation or integration of 
indicators (Morse et al, 2001; AtKisson and Hatcher, 2001; Neumayer, 1999; 
Meadows, 1998; Mitchell, 1996). Aggregation refers to: 
"combining a wide range of similar measures into a number with a common 
denominator like Gross Domestic Product (GDP), or combining measures of 
different kinds into an index Oike the Human Development Index)" (AtKisson 
and Hatcher, 2001, p. 512). 
The appeal of this approach is evident with the wide adoption and use of GDP, and 
similar indices which are recommended for their ability to easily compare scenarios 
and situations (Therivel and Levett, 2004). However there is much criticism of this 
I 
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approach (Clifford et al, 1994; Morse et al, 2001). Increased aggregation requires the 
translation of qualitative subjective parameters into values, for example placing a 
monetary value on biodiversity which can be misleading, providing a sense of 
certainty and objectivity which does not necessarily exist (Eiswerth and Haney, 
2001). Monetarisation also implies that everything can be given an economic value 
which according to Dahl (1997) is not possible. Increased aggregation also does not 
allow evaluation users to identify where the problem exists in order to take action, and 
thus is unsuitable for site level BRP evaluation which should provide the evidence 
base for mitigation and improvement (George, 1999). 
There are different approaches to numeric integration and valuation. Mitchell (1996) 
outlines some of the monetary approaches which as Bell and Morse (2003) identify 
are most appealing to policy, government and those responsible for setting the relative 
charges, for example, taxes for meeting sustainable development. Examples of non- 
monetary yet numeric aggregation indicators, created through weighting of values and 
relative importance techniques, can be found in Hemphill et al (2002) and Manyong 
and Degand (1997). Fuzzy set theory is another technique of aggregation (Cornelissen 
et al, 2001). But these face similar limitations to monetary integration techniques (i. e. 
lack of transparency in the identification of the cause of sustainability issues) and are 
deemed inappropriate for the purpose of this project. However, the processes of 
weighting for prioritising sustainability objectives as described in Cole (1999) are 
seen as relevant techniques as they can be used by evaluation users to identify the 
main indicators required to assess a particular BRP sustainability. 
The presentation of indicator results is another issue needing clarification. Cartwright 
(2000) amongst others points out the need for simplicity in presentation when 
considering the importance of indicators as educational tools. Thus, Bell and Morse's 
(2003 pg 43) comment; 
"on the need to integrate information in a vyay which can lead to action, thus 
not disguising through visual integration the areas which need addressing", 
is relevant, and the approach recommended for the selection of BRP sustainability 
indicators. 
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However, when developing sustainability indicators and presenting their outputs, 
there is also the need to develop reference conditions to gauge progress (Bossel, 
1999). This is inherently difficult and even more so for the case of BRP. Common 
techniques use historic references whereby the sustainability of the system's condition 
is compared to those in the past which are assumed to be more sustainable. In the case 
of BRP this is not really possible, as many brownfield sites are characterised by 
previous industrial or unsustainable uses. Furthermore, BRP involve a change in land 
use (e. g. from vacant derelict land to a shopping centre) which increases the difficulty 
of comparison. There is inherent subjectivity in setting reference conditions for 
sustainability indicators and the issues of scale of relevant data and benchmarks 
complicate matters further (Bell and Morse, 2003; Therivel, 2004). Ukaga and 
Maser's (2004) and Bell and Morse's (2003) approach is therefore adopted, who 
propose the use of a locally relevant and participatory approach for the establishment 
of reference conditions and benchmarks. 
The above shows there is no consensus regarding the nature of an ideal indicator and 
that indicator selection is a subjective process. Different indicators will be appropriate 
in different evaluation processes and circumstances: Although a general approach has 
been proposed for the case of BRP sustainability evaluation it is also considered 
appropriate that indicator characteristics and evaluation criteria used for selection 
(Table 2.1) should be agreed through a deliberative approach by stakeholders in the 
BRP (Todd and Geissler, 1999; Ukaga and Maser, 2004 and Bell and Morse, 2003). 
Monetarised and highly aggregated numeric and visualisation approaches are 
considered inappropriate, and an action and decision making focus as well as a locally 
relevant benchmark approach based on participatory methods is proposed. 
2.2. The Brownfield Redevelopment Project life cycle 
The development of a usable process for the evaluation of BRPs sustainability is the 
main aim of this research. However, both Patton (1997) and Clarke and Dawson 
(1999) propose that to increase the utilisation of evaluation results particularly in 
decision making, attention should be paid to existing decision making processes and 
to ensuring their, compatibility with the evaluation processes, including stakeholders, 
timing and in this case, BRP processes. Therefore, when describing the BRP process, 
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the different types of sustainability impacts which may have to be evaluated will be 
highlighted. The key decision making processes are also described with the aim of 
identifying areas where the sustainability evaluation could usefully inform BRP 
decisions. 
According to Topping and Avis (1991), the main periods in the development process 
are: Initiation, Evaluation, Acquisition, Design and Costing, Permissions, 
Commitment, Implementation, Let/Manage/Dispose. These periods do not always 
follow this sequence and often run in parallel (ibid). With regard to the 
implementation of sustainability and decision making, Dair and Williams (2004) 
provide a more simple account of the brownfield redevelopment process by phasing it 
into three periods : land use planning and regulation; development and construction; 
end use. This model is adopted here in principle. However, to take into account the 
particularity of BRPs, i. e. the potential contamination or existing structures, the 
prospective remediation period which may be required when contamination is present 
is included (Figure 1.1). These three periods are described in further detail focusing 
on the particularities of BRP and the decision making processes involved. 
The land use planning and regulation period is arguably the most important as 
decisions are taken here which will affect the sustainability of the development 
throughout its life cycle. For brownfield redevelopment this is most likely to include 
an initial period where the site remains idle (Figure 1.1). This period varies in length 
and could last decades. 
The only decision making involved with regard to a brownfield site during this idle 
period is its characterisation in the Local Plan (LP) or Local Development Framework 
(LDF); for example, land allocated for employment generation or housing. 
Sustainability with regard to the land characterisation is considered through the 
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment of the LP or LDF 
(Sheate et al, 2005; Hales, 2000 and Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002). Detailed 
examination of this process is outside the scope of this study, although an overview is 
presented in Section 2.3 with regard to its implications for sustainability monitoring. 
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The aim of this research to develop a sustainability evaluation process of BR. Ps, 
assumes the existence of a BRP or project proposal. Therefore the evaluation places 
emphasis on the actual brownfield development process, meaning the process after 
there has been an expression of interest for development of the brownfield site and 
thus is not designed to compare alternative development scenarios. For example, 
the purpose of the evaluation is not to compare between 'no development vs a new 
housing development on a brownfield site' or "housing vs an industrial BRP". It is 
designed to inform decision making with regard to the sustainability of the BRP and 
specific proposals, and assumes development is planned, is taking place, or is in the 
operation period (Figure 1.1). An additional reason behind this approach is that if 
there is no proposed development for a brownfield site then there are no decision 
making and planning processes in progress and often no responsible stakeholders 
through which sustainability can be implemented, or enforced. Therefore, it is not 
feasible from a procedural point of view to make requirements for sustainability 
monitoring when there is no one in charge to undertake this process. Should a site be 
allocated for green or open and recreation space which would result in change of use 
or formalisation of current use involving active management, then it could be 
considered in the development process described below. 
In this initial planning and design period, the first four stages identified by Topping 
and Avis (199 1) are included. Development is initiated when a new use for a site has 
been identified. Evaluationlo is a vital stage in the process, with the main stakeholder 
and decision maker being the developer. This stage includes an assessment of the 
site's development potential. With regard to brownfield sites, this may include risk 
assessments especially in relation to potential contamination. Issues surrounding 
planning permission are considered by the developer at this point, prior to moving to 
the acquisition stage and design and costing. Ideally at this point the developer would 
consider sustainability with regard to the nature of the site and the considered 
development. However, there are no statutory processes obliging a developer to make 
any sustainability considerations apart from a review of the policies and regulations, 
the limitations of which are examined in Section 2.3 
10 This does not refer to sustainability evaluation. 
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Design and costing are continuous activities interlinked with the stage of obtaining 
planning permission. It is during these two interlinked activities that most 
stakeholders are involved and where important decisions affecting the sustainability 
of the development throughout its life cycle are made. Williams (2003) points out that 
through the design and specification briefs of the development, decisions such as the 
choice of materials and construction methods are made - all of which affect the 
sustainability of the site. Through pre-application discussions with the local authority 
as proposed in PPS12 (ODPM, 2004a), discussions/negotiations can be made with 
regard to introducing sustainable practices. However, these may not be obligatory, or 
may be required through supplementary guidance or as part of Section 106 
Agreements (SI06) or planning conditions which are discussed in detail in Section 
2.3. 
The planning application process or the obtaining of permissions period is 
undoubtedly the period with the most stakeholders involved and provides the greatest 
potential to improve the sustainability of BRP" - (see ODPM (undated Annex A) for 
a list of statutory and non-statutory consultees). In terms of the BRP landuse life cycle 
(Figure 1.1), obtaining planning consent is considered the decision point for Period 1. 
Period 2 includes remediation and construction. Should contamination be identified in 
the first life cycle period, after obtaining the appropriate licenses and agreements (see 
DEFRA and Environment Agency, 2004), remediation will have to be undertaken 
using the UK principle of "suitable for use" (Pediaditi et al, 2005). The way 
construction and remediation is undertaken on a site may affect the sustainability of 
the development. Inconsiderate on-site operation practices (for example, excessive 
noise and dust generation and the discharging of waste or effluents to watercourses) 
may significantly affect the sustainability of the site. A number of licenses and 
regulations deal with these aspects, although they are minimum requirements and do 
not constitute best practice (Dair and Williams, 2004; see Section 2.3). Often, 
remediation and construction using a phased approach may occur simultaneously on a 
site. For the above reasons when looking at the impacts of the remediation and 
11 This point is elaborated upon and justified in Sections 2.3 and 2.5 
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construction processes as well as the ways of introducing and evaluating sustainability 
it is logical to group and consider them in one period (Figure 1.1). 
It is important to note that the processes employed for this second period of 
construction and remediation are determined in the planning and design phase (Period 
1, Figure 1.1). Therefore, with regard to implementing and monitoring sustainability 
of construction and remediation processes, the issues and indicators need to be 
established during initial planning and design (Period 1), yet monitored during the 
actual construction and remediation (Period 2). Once again the vital importance of the 
planning period in determining and monitoring sustainability is confirmed. 
The third and final period in the BRP lifecycle is its operation which starts with the 
sign-off of the development. This period includes' renting, selling or leasing the 
development as well as managing its operation and long-term maintenance (Topping 
and Avis, 1991). Here the impacts of the development are mainly fixed and limited 
changes can be made, with sustainability being controlled through the maintenance 
and management of the development. However, early consideration during the 
planning and design period of the long-term management and operation of the 
development could significantly enhance its sustainability performance. The planning 
and design period can be classified as having th& least impact but most scope to 
change the overall profile and sustainability of a site, whereas the last operation 
period has the most/ largest impact but the least scope to change things. 
To improve the sustainability performance of the operation of the development, issues 
can be addressed with processes like Environmental Management Systems (EMS). 
Additionally and the arguably less effectively, end of pipe solutions can be used, for 
example modifications to the infrastructure post development completion. EMSs are 
defined as 'a set of rational methodologies for the management of all activities 
regarding environmental aspects'(Alberti et al, 2000, p. 4455); they are formal 
mechanisms for articulating goals, making choices, gathering information, measuring 
progress and improving performance with regard to the environment (Ridgway, 
2005). EMSs are relevant to sustainability evaluation of developments as continuous 
monitoring and management are part of the procedural requirements (ibid). 
36 
However, the implementation of EMS on development projects is far from common 
practice (Glasson ef al, 2005). Emerging literature proposes the link between the 
planning and Environmental Impact Assessment process (Sheate, 2002; see Section 
2.3.3) and the formal management of environmental performance during the 
construction and operation period of a development (Sanchez and Haching, 2002; 
Ridgway, 2005; Glasson et al, 2005; Ofori et al, 2002). EMSs also have their 
limitations and there are issues regarding their applicability and appropriateness for 
the long-term sustainability evaluation of BRP. EMSs are business focused tools and 
are more suited for internal use by companies and organisations wishing to manage 
their environmental performance. Many BRP, in particular housing developments, 
following the completion of the construction period go into multiple ownership, thus 
limiting their capacity for the effective implementation of an EMSs. 
EMS have also been criticised for their narrow focus on enviromnental aspects rather 
than adopting a holistic approach to the management of sustainability (Sheldon, 1997; 
see Section 2.1). To address this, some propose the integration of EMS with quality 
and health and safety management systems and others calling for the development and 
implementation of Sustainability Management Systems (De Oliveira Matias and 
Coelho, 2002). Therefore, it is evident that although relevant, EMS cannot be used to 
monitor the long-term sustainability of BRP in a holistic way. 
Overall there are sustainability implications throughout the whole life cycle of a BRP 
with a number of stakeholders and processes involved. However, the processes in 
place and the decisions made during the initial planning and design period have the 
greatest influence and potential to affect the sustainability of a BRP throughout its life 
cycle as well as involve the greatest number and diversity of consulted stakeholders. 
In fact, each decision made in this period has significant 'downstream' implications 
for the subsequent life cycle periods. 
In conclusion, a number of important points regarding the RAF can be made. The 
RAF can be applicable only to brownfield sites whých are not dormant and for which 
proposals are being developed. The evaluation focuses on the assessment of the 
sustainability of a particular BRP and not on the comparison of alternative uses or 
sites. BRP have different sustainability impacts throughout their life-cycle and 
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therefore evaluation should be undertaken for all three periods. Finally, it is important 
to ensure sustainability is assessed and factored early on into the decision making 
process. The evaluation should be designed to be compatible with the existing 
decision making and planning processes in order to enhance its utilisation as well as 
to ensure that sustainability is not merely an afterthought, but integral to the project 
design. 
2.3 Sustainability implementation and evaluation through UK 
land use planning 
Land use planning is an instrument for coordinating economic, environmental and 
social policies (Healy and Shaw, 1994), and thus has a central role in the delivery of 
sustainable development (Owens and Cowell, 2002). The present Government states 
that 'sustainable development is the core principle underpinning planning' (ODPM, 
2005, para 3). At the same time the redevelopment of brownfield land, as 
demonstrated through the examination of the brownfield land use life cycle (Section 
2.2), is characterised by the planning process. Therefore this section reviews the UK 
planning system with regard to its decision making processes and opportunities as 
well as the limitations it presents to implementing and evaluating BRP sustainability. 
The planning system is examined in relation to how sustainability is introduced and 
implemented, with a more detailed examination'of specific instruments such as 
planning gain (Section 2.3.1), EIA (Section 2.3.2) and the Regulations(Section 2.3.3). 
These instruments are examined in more detail as they can be used as mechanisms to 
implement the developed BRP evaluation framework and also provide opportunities 
to ensure the integration of the evaluations' results with existing decision making 
processes. 
At the time of this research, the UK planning system is undergoing extensive reform 
which has presented a number of new opportunities for sustainability evaluation and 
implementation. However, there is increasing uncertainty as to how things will work 
out once those reforms are established. Continual changes have also presented 
difficulties in conducting the literature review; therefore the account presented here 
reflects the planning situation up until late 2005. 
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The current UK planning system is plan-led which means that BRP planning 
applications are assessed according to the policies in the plans unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise (Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002). Therefore, a brief 
description of the planning processes in local policy development, providing an 
understanding of how sustainability is implemented and monitored at a strategic level 
is provided. 
Sustainable development in planning has been promoted through the adoption of 
Local Agenda 21 Strategies (LA21), which should provide the direction and 
indicators to monitor progress towards sustainable development. The Local 
Government Act (2000) introduced a statutory requirement for LA to prepare a 
community strategy (see ODPM, 2000) which incorporates the LA21 strategy and 
should contain, as a minimum, a vision for the area, a strategy, an action plan and a 
monitoring framework. Both Community Strategies and LA21 require a LA to consult 
the local community to obtain input on how progres's can be achieved and measured. 
Cullingworth and Nadin (2002) conclude that this openly participatory approach often 
leads to strategies being developed in a way that lacks clear direction and purpose, 
thus reducing their use in planning decisions. Furthermore, LA21 is voluntary and 
does not hold any legal or statutory weight especially in land use planning and 
development control (Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002) and thus is rarely explicitly 
considered in development control decisions (Doak, 1998). Community Strategies 
aim to "enhance quality of life of local communities and contribute to the achievement 
ofsustainable development" (ODPM, 2000). Of importance is the increased emphasis 
placed on monitoring and the range of proposed sources of publicly available 
indicators and data (see Box 2.3 12), which could potentially be used for this research. 
However, Evans and Theobold (2002) express their concerns about how the broad 
visions of the new Community Strategies are being translated into action and 
implemented, as well as the fear that emphasis is being shifted away from the 
environmental aspects of sustainability. 
12 These sources of indicators are only indicative; more databases or recommended lists of indicators 
are continually being created. 
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ODPM (2005c) reviewed LA monitoring practices resulting from community strategy 
introduction and identified a number of issues surrounding information and data gaps 
particularly in the field of sustainable development. Issues about the lack of 
standardisation of monitoring practices were identified, with recommendations being 
proposed for LAs to create new alternative mechanisms to collect data. Questions 
were also raised about 
"the capacity of existing monitoring systems to track performance and, in 
particular, and critically, to allow authorities and Local Strategic 
Partnerships (LSP) to monitor change over time and reflect on priorities" 
(ODPM, 2005c p. 34). 
The lack of effective engagement of partners and the difficulties in pooling and 
sharing resources were also seen as barriers to monitoring, a phenomenon which was 
perceived to be exacerbated by the complex governance structures in place 13 . 
From the above an interesting opportunity is presented for the evaluation of BRP 
sustainability. Patton (1982 and 1997) emphasises the importance of minimising 
resources required for evaluation with the aim of enabling the feasibility of such 
processes. With the introduction of Community Strategies as documents which 
contain the LA sustainability visions, as well as sets of indicators and performance 
targets, which can be used to monitor progress towards sustainability a useful source 
of data for the sustainability evaluation of BRP presents itself. Community Strategies 
therefore deserve further consideration regarding their relevance to the small 
development scale and in particular BRP (see Chapter 5). 
13 See References ffardý 2000; Mc Guirk, 2000, Imrie and Raco, 1999, Bassett et aL 2002; Carley, 
2000) on local governance issues in effective regeneration and sustainability. 
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Box. 2.3. Range of proposed sources of relevant indicators to assess community 
strategy progress. 
Audit Commission, 2002, Quality of Life indicators 
Audit commission, 2003, Quality of Life: a good practice guide to communicating quality of life indicators 
Audit Commission 2004, CPA 2005- the new approach 
Audit Commission 2000, Consultation: Voluntary Quality of Life and Cross - Cutting Indicators for Local 
Authorities. 
Audit Commission, 2003, Patterns for improvement: Learning from comprehensive performance 
assessment to achieve better public servilces 
Audit Commission, 2003, Economic and community regeneration: Learning from Inspection 
Community Development Foundation 2001, The New Community Strategies: how to Involve local people 
Countryside Agency 2002, Rural Proofing Delivery Checklist 
Countryside Agency, 2002 Local Strategic Partnership and Community Strategy rural checklist 
IDeA, 2004, Managers guide to performance management 
Neighbourhood Renewal Unit 2003, Performance management Fr6mework- Local Strategic Partnerships: 
Aid Memoir to support the review of partnership working 
Library of Local performance indicators hftp: //www. local-pi-librarv. qov. uk/-qoodprac. shtml 
Planning Policy Guidance notes (PPGs) and the more recent Planning Policy 
Statements (PPSs) provide a national framework for planning. PPGs and PPSs set out 
Central Government policies on different aspects of planning, for example, PPG13 on 
Transport, PPS23 on Contaminated Land. They must be taken into account by Local 
Planning Authorities (LPA) as they prepare their development plans. Subsequently, 
taking into account the plan led nature of the land use planning system, policies have 
an effect in shaping (or determining) individual planning applications. 
Regional Planning Guidance (RPGs) or the more recent Regional Spatial Strategies 
(RSS) provide a strategic planning framework in each of the eight English regions and 
in London a Spatial Development Strategy is prepared by the Mayor. LPAs when 
producing development plans 14 need to take account of policies at the national and 
regional levels (DTLR, 2001; Figure 2.2). 
From the above, the importance of the way sustainability is interpreted in national and 
regional policy becomes apparent especially with regard to the sustainability of future 
developments. However, there are problems with the implementation of sustainability 
through the use of policies. These have been analysed extensively in Pediaditi et al 
(2005a) and Owens and Cowell (2002) and include policy compartmentalisation 
14 The term development plan is used generically and is relevant to all plans, eg LDF, Area Plans etc 
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(Hales, 2000), inconsistencies (DTLR, 2001), superficial consideration of 
sustainability issues and a continued emphasis on economic priorities (Gibbs, 1997). 
However, a number of important changes have recently occurred in planning aimed at 
promoting the holistic consideration of the sustainability impacts of policies and plans 
which have important implications for sustainability monitoring. Extensive changes to 
the English planning system are required as a result of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act (2004) (see Section 2.5) including the requirement for mandatory 
Sustainability Appraisals (SA) and the integration of Strategic Environmental 
Assessments (SEA) (ODPM, 2005b). 
The UK has over ten years of experience with a form of SEA as a result of the 
Planning and Compensation Act 1991, the Town and Country Planning Act 
(Development Plans) Regulations and the former PPG12, which required LAs to 
undertake environmental appraisals, and later sustainability appraisals, for their land 
use development plans. Until now, these have been fairly simple objective-led 
appraisals characterised by a lack of data and increased uncertainty (Therivel, 2004; 
Sheate, 2003; Sheate et al, 2005). Additionally, in an examination of sustainability 
and environmental appraisals, George (2001) concluded that, to date, the lack of 
clarity between the relation and integration of planning and appraisal processes had 
limited their effectiveness for sustainability implementation. 
SEA is not without criticism, with Boothroyd (1995, p. 100) stating that "SEA is 
limited by its (1) positivism; (2) binding but unempoweringformality; and (3) narrow 
scope" which Vanclay (2004) attributes to SEA being spawned from the technical 
EIA paradigm. Partidario (1996) criticises SEA for its narrow consideration of social 
impacts. Owens and Cowell (2002) express their reservations regarding the actual 
capacity of such planning sustainability tools (including SEA and EIA) to implement 
sustainability. They argue that they falsely aim to be tools to aid rational decision 
making, rather than accepting and explicitly addressing the political nature and power 
issues as well as different values underpinning the different stakeholders' and 
decision makers' interpretations of sustainability. 
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Key Inputs Processes 
Key Outputs 
PLAN-NLAKING 
National Guidance 
Regional Guidance 
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Site Context 
Supplementary 
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Consultation 
Planning decision 
National Guidance* 
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Secretary of State 
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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL 
Application made 
--f 
Publicity 
Negotiation 
* illustrates areas 
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Adopted 
Development 
Plan/ LDF 
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DC officers report 
Planning committee 
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Appeal Lodged 
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Refusalor 
Approval 
,, Development, 
Planning Decision 
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J. Development-, 
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Figure 2.2 The Simplified Planning Process (CullingvVorth and Nadin, 2002) 
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However, Sheate et al (2005) assert that as a result of the new sustainability appraisal 
process and new planning system requirements for implementation of the SEA 
Directive (European Directive 2001/42/EC), improvements should take place because 
of the greater requirements for more rigorous baseline information on which to base 
the appraisals. Although SA and SEA are primarily involved with the sustainability of 
plans and thus not directly linked to the BRP level, there are a number of interesting 
elements which could facilitate, and should be considered for, the development of the 
framework to evaluate BRP sustainability. 
Essential elements of the combined SA and SEA process are those of monitoring the 
significant effects of the various development plans, and thus require each LA to 
develop a monitoring framework and to report regularly using indicators (ODPM, 
2005b). This process requires the development of baselines and benchmarks and has 
been in many cases combined with the new requirements for an Annual Monitoring 
Report (AMR) which aims to: 
"assess the implementation of the local deMopment scheme and the extent to 
which policies in local development documents are being successfully 
implemented" (ODPM, 2005c, p. 2). 
As a result of these changes in planning, sustainability is not only becoming more 
integrated through improved processes such as SA and SEA, but sustainability 
monitoring itself has increased in importance. Regarding the evaluation of BRP, 
although these changes are not explicitly relevant to the development level, they do 
present (a) opportunities for new sources of data, baseline information and 
benchmarks for indicator development, which should be considered further when 
developing the evaluation; and (b) a potential avenue for the BRP evaluation results to 
feed information into policy decision making. 
Additionally, Sheate et al (2005), in a report looking at the relationship between EIA 
and SEA, comment on the lack of vertical integration between the two processes. 
However they do identify a potential overlap in the case of Urban Development 
Projects (UDP) as possible change in land use can require an SEA. Also the practice 
of creating masterplans to underpin the UDP can iequire SEA. This is of particular 
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relevance to this research as UDPs are often BRPs. Sheate et al (2005) in this review 
propose greater consideration of how EIA and SEA could be integrated in a beneficial 
way. SA and SEA and Annual Monitoring Report processes are clearly of relevance 
to BRP and should thus be considered further when developing the sustainability 
evaluation framework. 
So far, the process from plan development to the planning application process has 
been described identifying briefly the inconsistencies and difficulties in implementing 
and evaluating sustainability. However, there are regulated and structured decision 
making processes in development control, through which, explicitly or implicitly, 
sustainability can be implemented with regard to a specific development and which 
are also applicable to BRP. These relevant processes are the planning application 
process and planning gain, EIA and Regulations and are now examined in detail 
(Sections 2.3.1,2.3.3 and 2.3.3). Specifically, the potential of these processes to 
introduce long-term monitoring is examined, as well as the scope of the monitoring 
findings to feed into planning policy formulation and plan development. 
2.3.1 The Planning Application Process and Planning Gain 
When making a decision about whether to accept or refuse a BRP or any other 
planning application, decision makers need to take into account existing policies in 
the development plan, any supplementary guidance and material considerations such 
as new national policies (ODPM, 2005, PPS I para 8; Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002). 
The policies cover a range of thematic topics which contribute to sustainability such 
as noise, public transport provision, open space, densities albeit in a fragmented 
manner. As stated in Dair and Williams (2004, p. 14) "almost without exception, 
development applications give rise to conflicting views on the merits of the 
development proposal". However, it needs to be pointed out that there is no official 
systematic sustainability evaluation of proposed BRPs through this process. 
In Rowan-Robinson et al (1995), a study of how Development Control (DC) could 
deliver sustainable development established that due to the nature of the plan-led 
process, DC officers had difficulty in determining whether a proposal would be 
sustainable and in justifying negotiating the elements of sustainability. Planning 
officers face pressures to make decisions involving the sustainability of proposed 
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developments without having clear guidance on such issues, especially when political 
and economic pressures are involved (Hales, 2000). This problem is especially acute 
when considering the ambiguity of the sustainability concept (Owens and Cowell, 
2002) and the eight-week deadline development control authorities are set to deal with 
most planning applications (Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002). Therefore, the 
introduction of practical tools to integrate sustainAility that can inform the basis of 
planning decisions at the technical and political level is needed (Gwilliam, 1993) and 
thus could serve as a potential function of the BRP evaluation framework. 
An important part of the planning application process is the negotiation period (Figure 
2.2). This relates (amongst other things) to the. negotiation of planning gain or 
planning obligations, conditions or agreements, related to the proposed development 
(see DoE, 1997 and DoE 1995; ODPM, 2005d). 
"The term planning gain can denote the provision offacilities which are an 
integral part of the development, but it can also mean 'benefits' which have 
little or no relationship to the development, and which the LA requires as the 
price ofplanningpermission "(Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002, p. 166). 
In July 2005 Circular 1/97 was cancelled and replaced by ODPM Circular 05/2005; 
the guidance (ODPM, 2005d) is broadly the same and requires that a planning 
obligation must be: 
-Relevant to planning 
-Necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms 
-Directly related to the proposed development 
nFairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development 
-Reasonable in all other respects. 
Planning conditions and agreements are often used for the provision of affordable 
housing. Developers are frequently expected to. provide affordable housing on 
developments above a certain size (Cullinworth and Nadin, 2002). Crook et al (2001) 
identified that 89 % of LPA had developed an affordable housing policy within their 
local plan, thus demonstrating to potential developers their intentions to require such 
planning gain. However, the agreement on the provision depends on the negotiating 
power of the LPA which in turn is related to current and local economic conditions 
(Marvin and Guy, 1997; Cullingworth and Nadin'2002; Carmona et al, 2003). For 
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example, negotiating powers in London or in the South East, where there is increasing 
pressure for development and housing costs, are high, are much stronger compared to 
the North where there is greater difficulty in attracting development (Cambell et al, 
2000; Carmona et al, 2003; Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002). 
However, planning gain extends further than just the provision of affordable housing. 
It now has a vital role in providing infrastructure especially since the privatisation of 
public services (Marvin and Guy, 1997). Provision of roads, infrastructure, gas, 
electricity and water supplies, is a commonly accepted planning obligation of the 
developers. In turn, this becomes a negotiation process between developers and 
service providers (ibid). In a negative sense, however, this distances the ability of 
LPAs to stipulate the choice of service provision, especially with regard to 
environmental considerations, as they are not involved in the decision-making, for 
example choosing a more environmental friendly service provider. 
Carnbell et al (2000, p. 759) in a review of planning obligations identified that: 
"a signiticant widening of the use and scope of planning obligations has 
occurred in the last ten years. Obligations are used not only to remove 
physical constraints on development and to mitigate direct development 
impacts, but also to ameliorate more diffuse social, economic and 
environmental impacts, to provide community benefits and to support wider 
policy objectives". 
The Urban Task Force recognises the potential of planning obligations to provide for 
quality and management improvements in the urban environment. The RICS (1991) 
identified the potential of planning agreements with regard to major developments in 
providing benefits to the community, particularly when there is a loss of amenity. 
Additionally, there has been an increasing debate over the 
"extent to which local authorities can legitimately require developers to 
shoulder the wider costs of development: the needed infrastructure, schools 
and other local services" (Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002 p. 166). 
Cambell et al (2000, p. 760) state that "developers are faced with a proliferation of 
different types of approaches and charges in different areas which have evolved in an 
47 
ad hoc manner". They also state that "Short-term planning gains are tending to 
override longer term planning concerns such as environmental quality (ibid, p. 75 9)". 
The need for a systematic predictable approach to planning gain has been long 
expressed by developers (Carmona et al, 2003), usually as 'the need for a level 
playing field' (Henderson, 2004) and is linked to the need for a structured approach to 
evaluating the sustainability of planning applications 15 . 
In the Green Paper (DTLR, 2001) it was proposed that LPAs should develop a 
planning checklist so that people know how to submit a good quality planning 
application (DTLP, 2001, p. 29). Since then, a number of LPAs have developed 
sustainability checklists to assess the sustainability of developments (Starck, 2003). 
These checklists can potentially be used as a basis for the creation of planning gain 
requirements in the form of planning conditions or Section 106 agreements that relate 
to a sum of money aimed at providing measures in theory to improve sustainability. 
However, these checklists rarely consist of material planning considerations, vary 
substantially in quality between LPA and therefore are still faced by the issues of 
development control's capacity to consider sustainability through standardised 
processes (ibid). 
Thus far, planning obligations are not determined in a systematic manner (Cambell et 
al, 2000), and are almost always determined behind closed doors (Henderson, 2004). 
Although the local plan is used as a basis, there is no assessment of the sustainability 
of these obligations. Furthermore, there. is no evaluation of the actual effectiveness of 
the completed planning applications (George, 1999). This indicates the need for a 
systematic process which can evaluate the sustainability of planning applications 
including the impacts resulting from proposed planning gains. Considering the highly 
political nature of planning application decision making (Rydin et al, 2003; Owens 
and Cowell, 2002; Weston 2000), there is scope for the BRP evaluation to act as a 
structured framework which could develop the link from SA and SEA targets to 
development decisions. 
15 Considering that the core principle underpinning planning ia sustainable development 
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Planning gain and in particular S106 agreements present an additional important 
opportunity for the development and implementation of the BRP evaluation 
framework. For instance, providing that the evaluation requirements follow the 
guidance in ODPM Circular 05/2005, there is considerable scope for S 106 agreements 
or planning conditions to be used to oblige developers to monitor the sustainability of 
their developments. Therefore, planning gain potentially becomes an important 
mechanism to enforce or demand long-term sustainability monitoring. 
This idea is drawn from initial experience of requiring long-term monitoring as a 
result of PPG 13 (ODPM, 200 1) where planning conditions and S 106 agreements have 
been used to obtain funds and specify monitoring requirements for development travel 
plans, also know as green travel plans (see ODPM, 2002). Through the use of 
planning gain, developers have had to submit travel monitoring strategies, as well as 
propose targets and in some cases mitigation measures, which they commit to 
undertake should they fail to achieve those targets. This opens the door for extending 
monitoring requirements to sustainability issues other than traffic. It thus presents an 
important opportunity for the long-term sustainability monitoring of BRP and the 
integration of the evaluation framework within existing processes, thus enhancing its 
usability (Patton, 1982). However, literature on the processes adopted and the relative 
success of the Green Travel Plan schemes is sparse and requires further investigation. 
2.3.2 Implementation and monitoring of brownfield sustainability 
using EIA 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is a procedure introduced into the British 
planning system as axesult of EC Directive 1985 (85/337) and implemented for 
England and Wales through Environmental Impact Regulations 1999 SI no 293 to 
assess the environmental impacts of developments. EIA is a process which requires 
the production of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), by gathering information 
on the significant environmental effects of a development from a variety of sources 
such as the developer, LA, statutory consultees and third parties. Although the focus 
is mainly on environmental impacts, such as noise, ecology, traffic and air pollution, 
social impacts are also considered, when stipulated in the scoping study (Weston, 
1997; Morris and Therivel, 1995). Vanclay (2004, pg 269) asserts that "social impact 
assessment is a component of EIA, especially when 'the environment' is understood 
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broadly". However, definitions of 'the environment' vary according to the country 
(Donnelly et al, 1998). With regard to UK EIA, there is criticism of the weak 
treatment of socio-economic impacts in EISs as well as the lack of post-monitoring of 
the identified significant issues and mitigation measures (Glasson and Heaney, 1993; 
Glasson el al, 1999; Glasson, 1995 in Morris and Therivel, 2001). Morris and 
Therivel (2001 pglO) state 'th e lack of monitoring is a serious deficiency in current 
EIA practice'. 
EIA has the potential to improve the sustainability of a development as it has to take 
into account the proposed site, the development, the predicted impacts and proposal of 
mitigation measures to minimise negative impacts (Glasson et al, 1999; Weston, 
1997). This may be the case, if a holistic approach is adopted which also takes into 
account socio- economic impacts. EIA is of particular relevance to the evaluation of 
BRP as the assessment is carried out at the development level, unlike SEA. 
Furthermore, there is a legal requirement for EIA to include public participation, 
another sustainability requirement, which unfortunately in most cases is limited to the 
public enquiry and publication of the EIS (Wood, 2003). Moreover, best practice 
literature onEIA recommends the introduction of monitoring processes to assess the 
efficiency of mitigation measures (Glasson 1994; Glasson et al, 1999; Wood, 1999; 
Dipper et al, 1998). However, Chadwick and Glasson (1999, p. 811) state that EIA 
cc at its worst is a partial linear exercise related to one site, produced in-house 
by the developer with little public participation. There is a danger of a short- 
sighted 'build it andforget it' approach, with little attention paid to the actual 
impacts which resultfrom projects once implemented". 
This issue presents a need which could be addressed through the evaluation 
framework by developing it in a way that allows long-term sustainability evaluation. 
With regard to sustainable brownfield redevelopment and the evaluation framework, 
EIA is a potentially very beneficial process. Because EIA has a legal mandate, by 
integrating other forms of assessment there is the opportunity that they will be given 
greater consideration (Vanclay, 2004). However, not all BRPs require an EIA, 
6 and 
therefore, this process could not be applied to evaluate the sustainability of all BRP 
16 Only those listed in Schedule I and 2 of the Regulations, which are expected to give rise to 
significant environmental impacts (See Moore, 2002). 
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(Glasson et al, 1999). However, elements can be drawn from this process and there is 
also room for improving the EIA process itself by enhancing, using the evaluation 
framework, the participatory and social aspects of the process which have variously 
been identified as lacking. 
Glasson et al (1999) propose that EIA should not stop at the decision to grant 
planning permission, but rather should be a means to obtain good environmental 
management over the life of the project and thus stress the need for follow-up 
monitoring and auditing work in the EIA process (Wood, 1999; Wilson, 1998; 
Glasson, 1994). Therefore, an important opportunity and scope for the BRP 
evaluation framework is presented through the use of planning conditions and S106 
agreements and the EIA process to enable long-term sustainability evaluation of the 
BRP as well as the efficacy of the proposed mitigation measures. The evaluation 
could provide important feedback for future development proposals and to EIA 
practitioners on the efficacy of mitigation measures and impact predictions a need 
expressed by several authors (Chadwick and Glasson, 1999; Morris and Therivel, 
200 1; Dipper et al, 199 8; Marshall, 2005). 
An important need for the BRP evaluation framework is therefore identified, namely 
to enable the holistic post-monitoring of recognised significant impacts and the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures. Additionally, the BRP evaluation could be 
designed to provide a vertical integration mechanism (Eales et al, 2005) of EIA post- 
monitoring information into SEA, whereby development scale information could feed 
into local and ultimately regional and government policy, thus reducing the 
fragmentation of the policy evidence base as discussed in Pediaditi et al (2005a). 
However, this would require a coordinated approach as well as LA resources for 
collating and interpreting the information provided, indicating that the feasibility 
aspects of this need to be investigated ftu-ther. Above all, further research is required 
to establish whether policy makers, EIA and SEA practitioners perceive this as 
needed, useful and accomplishable (see Chapter 4). 
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2.3.3 Implementing and monitoring brownfield sustainability 
through Regulations I 
Regulating involves the setting of statutory environmental rules and standards by 
government so that a breach of regulations can result in court proceedings and 
penalties (Moore, 2002). It is in the interest of all developers to comply with the 
regulations, and therefore they play an important role as a benchmark in terms of 
procedures followed and standards met when developing brownfield sites. During the 
planning application process a developer will have many matters to consider with 
regard to regulation compliance and obtaining licences, either for the site remediation 
or construction or operation of the development. There is a wide variety of regulations 
covering issues such as energy efficipncy, accessibility (Box 2.4) and thus it could be 
considered as an implicit way of implementing sustainability. 
Brownfield sites are characterised by previous use which may involve the presence of 
contamination. The UK government defines contaminated land in Section 78A(2) of 
Annex A to PartlIA of the Environment Protection Act 1990 (DETR, 2000a) which is 
the new contaminated land regime as: 
'any land which appears to the local authority in -whose area it is situated to be in 
such condition, by reason ofsubstances in, on or under the land that: 
a) Significant harm is being caused or there is significant possibility of such 
hann being caused, or 
b) Pollution of control waters is being or is likely to be caused' 
Statutory guidance requires the identification and remediation of land which is 
thought to be causing unacceptable risks to human health or the environment through 
a process of risk assessment. The regulation of contamination is dealt with by using 
the polluter pays principle and is seen as a key element in ensuring sustainable 
development (Pediaditi et al, 2005). In Annex I to PartIlA (DETF, 2000, para 6) the 
threats of contaminated land to sustainable development are stated as: 
wIt impedes socialprogress, depriving localpeople bfclean and healthy environment; 
-It threatens wider damage to the environment and to wildlife; 
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-It inhibits the prudent use of land, in particular by obstructing the recycling of 
previously developed land and increasing development pressures on Greenfield 
areas; and 
-The cost q remediation represents a high burden on companies, home and land )f 
owners and the economy as a whole. 
Box 2.4 Indicative legislation relevant to BRP 
Building Regulations 2000 
Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 1994 
Control of Substances Hazardous to Health Regulations 2002 (COSHH) 
Environment Act 1995 
Environmental Protection Act 1990 
Groundwater Regulations 1988 
Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999 
Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) Regulations 2000 
Radioactive Substances Act 1993 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
Planning and Compensation Act 1991 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
Town and Country Planning (Assessment of Environmental Effects) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (ýngland and Wales) Regulations 2000 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2001 
Town and Country Planning General Permitted Development Order 1995 
Town and Country Planning General Development Procedure Order 1995 
Water Act 2003 
Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 2003 
Water Industry Act 1991 
Water Resources Act 1991 
EC Groundwater Directive 80/68/EC 
EC Directive 96161/EC on Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control 
EC Water Framework Directive (20001601EC) 
EU Environmental Liability Directive (2004/35/EC) 
The objectives of the contaminated land regime are then set out (DETR, 2000a, para 
7) within the context of implementing sustainable development as: 
- To identify and remove unacceptable risks to human health and the environment; 
- To seek to bring damaged land back into beneficial use; and 
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To seek to ensure that the cost burdens faced by individuals, companies and society 
as a whole are proportionate, measurable and economically sustainable. 
Thus, in the case of BRP where contaminated land is present, there is an added layer 
of regulations and associated procedures which need to be carried out and adhered to 
in order to ensure that the site is 'suitable for use'. The need for compliance with 
these regulations could thus be considered as an opportunity for sustainability 
implementation. However, the actual capacity of these regulations to implement 
sustainability, particularly with regard to how the regime addresses social issues and 
public participation are questioned (Catney, 2005). The remediation of contaminated 
land is based on the 'suitable for use' approach which involves risk estimation by 
surveying and risk assessments, where risks are interpreted by experts using different 
guidelines for different land uses (Petts et al, 1997). DEFRA and Environinent 
Agency (2004) have developed a scientific frameNýork for the assessment of risks to 
human health from land contamination. Specifically, the Contaminated Land 
Exposure Assessment (CLEA) model, Health Criteria Values (TOX reports) and Soil 
Guideline Values (SGVs) are used by experts when carrying out risk assessments (see 
Pediaditi et al, 2005 for more information). The results of the risk assessments will be 
used to develop and evaluate remediation stra 
, 
tegies before granting planning 
permission to develop a site. Therefore, the risk assessment has the capacity to 
influence the remediation process which in turn can have implications on a 
development's sustainability (Harbottle et al, 2005). Thus risk plays a key role in the 
redevelopment of contaminated land and therefore is examined in greater detail in 
Section 2.4. What also becomes apparent is the importance of these regulations in the 
determining the nature of BRP. This is more so on contaminated sites where 
regulations stipulate the type of use permitted, for example, residential, commercial 
according to the contamination present and remediation methods used. Therefore the 
regulations have the ability to affect the future sustainability of a site, in particular 
when considering Lesage's (2005) findings who concluded that the impact of a BRP 
largely depended on its end use. 
However, in general there are limitations as to the ability of regulators to improve the 
sustainability of developments. As identified by Williams (2003, pg344) in interviews 
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with regulators "they felt they lacked the powers to enforce best practice". It is 
recognised that regulations are becoming more stringent with regard to, for example, 
requirements for fuel and power conservation (BU, 2001), but still could be more 
stringent (Select Committee on Environmental Audit, 2005). Although stipulations 
could be made through regulations such as the maximum discharge rates for surface 
waters to watercourses, regulators do not have the authority to stipulate the means to 
achieve that rate, for example through using environmentally friendly technologies 
(ibid). 
Furthermore, most regulations are not locally derived but are of national or 
international origin and, therefore, local circumstances cannot always be taken into 
consideration. For examPle,. the building regulations and standards regarding water' 
conservation or energy efficiency are not area specific although environmental 
conditions could require them to be more stringent in some areas in relation to others. 
However, regarding contaminated land, a case by case approach is adopted for the 
implementation of the regulations examining each contaminated site individually and 
taking into consideration the specific contaminants and intended use. 
Information obtained for the purposes of general development regulation 
requirements (for example, Building Regulations) has the advantage of being 
nationally standardised and, therefore, may potentially serve as an important source of 
information for sustainability monitoring, i. e. a valuable existing data source for the 
evaluation framework. 
However, the compatibility and usefulness of this information source with 
sustainability evaluation requires further conkderation. For. example, local 
participation is arguably limited in the process of legislation development. In 
combination with the other more local processes (for example the EIA and SEA) 
regulations have the potential to implement sustainability, although improvements are 
required with regard to participation and monitoring as well as integrating the 
processes themselves. 
I 
In conclusion, the planning application process is key and provides a number of 
mechanisms and opportunities to implement and monitor sustainability which the 
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BRP evaluation framework should incorporate. Planning is undergoing change and 
new opportunities are presented for sustainability monitoring, although due to their 
novelty there is limited knowledge of their materialisation on the ground. Thus further 
investigation is required to establish how SEA, EIA, planning gain and regulations 
could be used by the BRP evaluation framework (Chapter 4). 
2.4. BRP risk and implications for sustainability evaluation 
17 
Objective (a) of this research includes determining the processes and elements which 
make a BRP different from a Greenfield project, which may have to be considered in 
order to ensure that the BRP sustainability evaluation is situationally responsive. 
Due to potential contamination and the common lack of environmental and site 
information, which increases the project's uncertainty, BRP typically involve higher 
levels of risk than conventional Greenfield projects. The UK regulatory (Box 2.4) and 
planning processes in place to deal with risk from contamination are analysed in detail 
in Pediaditi et al (2005) and have been briefly mentioned in Section 2.3.3, concluding 
that risk has an important role in the decision making of a BRP. Thus risk has the 
ability to affect the sustainability of the overall scheme from its design and potential 
remediation process employed down to whether the development goes ahead. 
Therefore, like sustainability, it is important to define risk and find links between the 
two concepts which can be used for their evaluation. However, what was not clear 
from the literature and regulatory guidance was the extent and the conditions under 
which long-term monitoring of contamination on BRP sites is required and whether 
the sustainability of the proposed remediation strategies is considered. This deserves 
further investigation (see Chapter 4). 
2.4.1. Defining Risk 
Risk has many definitions (See Jaegar et al, 2001; The Royal Society, 1992; Wylie 
and Sheehy, 1999). Wehrmeyer et al (2004) and Pediaditi et al (2005b) distinguish 
risk into technical, economic, psychological and socio-cultural categories and 
conclude that the definition of risk determines how risk is perceived, assessed and 
thus managed and potentially accepted. There are four broad ways in which people 
define risk: the first two are broadly evidential, the last two are largely experiential in 
17 This Section is only a brief summary of the issues analysed in Pediaditi et al (2005) 
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their heuristic method (see Wehrmeyer et al, 2004 for more details). 
2.4.1.1. Technical Definition 
Here, risk is defined as the statistical probability for an event occurring, often 
multiplied by the magnitude / scope of the event 
Risk= [Probability* Magnitude of Event] 
with the corollary that includes perception or some form of social response: 
Risk =[Probability *Magnitude *Outcry] 
Technical risk underlies the majority of engineering-based approaches to remediation, 
including the site sampling strategy, and thus the complex decision-making process to 
remediate and subsequently regenerate, the site. This is particularly relevant to the UK 
approach to restoring sites according to "suitability for use" (Syms, 1997), where 
technically defined risk is considered when developing risk management strategies. It 
is written here as "evidential" because it uses empirically-derived values as the basis 
for risk assessment and subsequent management. Because of its perceived objectivity 
and its technical background, it is also usually favoured by regulatory agencies, by 
Local Authorities seeking guidance for action (or not) and by lawyers. 
2.4.1.2. Economic definition 
Here risk is defined by means of an economic interpretation of the likely damage 
attributed to an event. The Polluter Pays Principle (UNCED, 1992) suggests that 
pollution should be reduced by making consumers pay the full price for the pollution 
associated with the product. This is based on the premise that the market is best at 
allocating resources so long as prices reflect the full costs and so long as the market is 
not structurally distorted. Given that the debate as to who pays is a legal one, and 
given that economically there is no difference between making the polluter pay or 
compensating the polluted (Coase, 1960), econornib risk assessment of contaminated 
land typically includes issues relating to: 
-the clean-up costs themselves; 
-liability for the remediation; 
-loss of earning through project delay or reduced prices; 
-future liability for residual contamination; 
-legal recourse for specific aspects of the regeneration process. 
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As with the technical definition, the economic definition of risk is essentially 
evidential because the assessment of risk depends on the data gathered on costs and 
benefits to the polluter (Wehrmeyer et al, 2004). 
2.4.1.3. Psychological definition 
Psychologically, risk is subjectively based on personal circumstances, backgrounds, 
culture and institutional factors (Renn, 1998). Risk is not expressed as a technically 
derived number or as a probability assessment, but rather a qualitative and typically 
holistic (as opposed to reductionist) evaluation of something being "risky", 
"dangerous", "threatening" or "hazardous". Therefore it is essentially experiential. 
Although there is a relationship between the technical assessment of risk and the 
psychological perception of it, it should not be assumed that they are proportional in 
all cases. Equally, a psychological evaluation of low risk is not necessarily the same 
as risk acceptance. Technically derived low probabilities of risk are often seen as 
sufficient evidence, for defining a risk as "resiqual" or "background", implying 
approval for accepting risk as "inevitable" or "normal" (Roth et al, 1990). The reason 
for this is that the empirical and experiential origins of risk are paradigmatically and 
ontologically distinct and are not immediately comparable, let alone tradable. 
Previous and on-going research has identified issues influencing psychologically- 
defined risk estimates which also affect risk acceptance of individuals or groups 
(Roth, 1990; Slovic, 1987,1999). These are summarised in Pediaditi et al (2005, pg 
28 ) as : 
othe degree to which the institutions assessing and managing the risk are trusted by 
the various stakeholders ( i. e. involving issues offairness openness andparticipation 
in decision making); 
-the degree ofdreadjelt bypeople in relation to the hazardspresent; 
-the degree to which peoplefeelfamillar with the risks involved; 
othe degree to whichpeoplefeel in control of the risks to which they are exposed, - 
othe degree to which the risks are known (including assumptions about 
contamination); 
-the degree to which alternative options have bcen explored (and the use of the 
Precautionary Principle) (POST, 1998, pg 38). 
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These factors need to be taken into account when deciding which risks to evaluate and 
how to manage them, and are relevant to the evaluation of BRP as is expanded upon 
below. 
2.4.1.4. Sociological and cultural definition 
Here, risk is defined through social and cultural factors, which provide a sense- 
making framework of the situation (Renn, 1998; Slovic 1987,1986). Crucial to this 
discussion is the ability to develop a shared interpretation and understanding of 
hierarchical, egalitarian, individualistic, fatalistic and autonomous cultural patterns 
(Thompson et al 1990). In his seminal Risk Society, Beck (1992) argues that we, as a 
society, through our individual activities and tacit as well as open acceptance of risk, 
define collectively the levels of risk we deem acceptable. 
Currently, when dealing with potentially contaminated sites, developers are required 
to focus on dealing with the technical risks relevant to the potential contamination. It 
is also these technical risks which deter some developers from taking on BRP. 
Wehrmeyer et al (2004) argue that the picture in faýt is much larger and complex and 
involves a number of different aspects which also relate to different definitions of 
risk. They propose that the concept of sustainable development gives a more 
representative basis to deal holistically with these different types of risk than the 
technical scientific risk assessment approach currently adopted (ibid; and Wehrmeyer 
and Pediaditi, 2004). 
2.4.2 Actual and perceived risk: recommendations for monitoring 
and management 
Much has been written on the existence of 'actual' and 'perceived' risk, as well as the 
differing perception of risk by 'experts' and 'lay people' (Adams, 1995; Syms, 1997; 
Petts, 1996; Jaegar et al, 2001; Wylie and Sheehy, 1999; The Royal Society, 1992). 
However this distinction between actual and perceived risk is misconceived, because 
at a fundamental level, both inevitably involve human interpretation and judgment, 
and hence subjectivity (Fischoff, 1998). 
Through the examination of'the UK risk assessment and management approach, 
Pediaditi et al (2005) identified that planning and regulatory processes in place to deal 
with contaminated land have technical limitations and make assumptions (Aldrich et 
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al, 1998; Caimey, 1995; Syms, 1997). They only consider a very narrow technical 
definition of risk based on scientific 'expert' views which wrongly disregards the 
subjective and diverse nature of the risk concept (Wehrmeyer et al, 2004; Edu1jee, 
2000; National Research Council, 1996; Ozonoff, 1998; Jasanoff, 1993). 
There is a plethora of stakeholders in BRPs (see Section 2.5) each of which faces 
different risks throughout the project's life cycle from planning through to operation, 
and may perceive and define risk differently. There is a need to consider all 
stakeholders' risk perceptions (Renn et al, 2000; Avrai el al, 2001; Bohneblust and 
Slovic, 1998; Gregory, 2002). It is important to note that these different definitions of 
risk are not mutually exclusive, but do co-exist. Slovic (1987) argues that lay people 
assess risk in a more holistic way than experts by taking into account social, 
environmental and economic impacts of risk-related decisions rather than just 
narrowly focusing on the technical aspect of risks relating to health impacts. Webler 
et al (2001) also conclude that lay people tend to assess the acceptability of risk by 
full consideration of the perceived sustainability of the remediation strategy and the 
long-term impacts and risks to future generations. 
Risk management strategies that are based solely on evidential risk can be difficult to 
implement because they are subsumed by socio-economic, regulatory and public 
policy issues. Thus the failure to look holistically at the risks involved may jeopardize 
the sustainability of the project (Pediaditi et al, 2008). 
All the above signifies the importance of two-way risk communication guidance for 
which can be found in the literature (see: Jaegar, et al, 2001; Cvetkovitch and Lofsted, 
1999; Lash et al, 1996; Wehrmeyer, 2001; Slovic, 1986; Kasperson, 1986; SNIFFER, 
1999; Bradbury, 1994; Fischoff, 1998). Risk communication is considered key 
especially as it may affect the acceptance of the BRP itself (NICOLE, 1999). The 
factors affecting risk perceptions and subsequently risk acceptance are analysed in 
Pediaditi et al, 2005 18 and the importance of stakeholder participation and monitoring 
as a mechanism of risk management is established. 
18 See literature on factors affecting risk perception: Slovic, 1987; Petts, 1994; Kasperson, 1986; Syms, 
1997; POST, 1998; Wylie and Sheehy, 1999; The Royal Society, 1992; Cvetkovich and Lofstedt, 1999; 
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Stakeholder participation is analysed in detail in Section 2.5. However, Pediaditi et al 
(2005) showed that participation methods in the field of sustainable development are 
advanced with the value of two-way communication being widely accepted. It is 
therefore considered that an exchange and integration of sustainability participatory 
methodologies and the holistic approach to decision making would greatly benefit risk 
communication and decision making, ultimately increasing its potential to improve 
the overall sustainability of BRPs. It was thus concluded that a BRP sustainability 
framework should be designed to enable a procedural and theoretical integration of 
the two concepts of risk and sustainability (Gray and Wiedemann, 1999). More 
specifically, the evaluation framework should opt for a participatory approach which 
would allow for the range of stakeholders to express their concerns (different 
perceived risks) regarding a development and create a monitoring strategy to address 
those particular concerns. 
In fact, it was established that one of the factors of increasing risk acceptability was 
perceived control and the reduction of uncertainty, which can result from monitoring 
(for example long-term monitoring of in-situ contaminants). Patton (1982) underlines 
the value of user focused evaluation in reducing uncertainty, and proposes that 
evaluations are designed to include processes which would allow all stakeholders, and 
not only 'experts', to make their perceived risks'explicit and propose indicators to 
monitor them. 
Gray and Wiedemann (1999) point out that risk management and sustainability have 
much mutual relevance and could benefit from a more intensive exchange. Therefore 
in Pediaditi et al (2005) the similarities and scope for integration of the two concepts 
of risk and sustainable development were assessed, concluding that there are many 
similarities and scope for integration as risk based decision making may affect the 
sustainability of a project, for instance through the choice of remediation technology 
and strategy, for example "Dig and Dump" vs "Natural attenuation" (Vegter, 2001; 
Bardos et al, 2002). 
Jaeger et al, 200 1; Adams, 1995; National Research Council, 1996; Petts, 1996; Kasperson, et al, in 
Lofsted and Frewer, 1998; Lash et al, 1996; Pritkin, 1998; Fischoff, 1998 amongst others. 
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The above discussion points out the value of incorporating risk considerations in the 
framework for evaluating BRP sustainability. Risk should be considered not only in 
its technical and evidential definitions but also its socio-cultural and experiential 
definitions. A way of achieving that is by adopting a participatory approach which 
allows for the different types of risk to be evaluated, resulting, through greater 
communication and monitoring, in the reduction of uncertainty and increased trust 
and control and thus greater risk acceptance. 
2.5. Stakeholders and participation in BRP sustainability 
evaluation 
It has been established that sustainability is a value laden concept which to be 
evaluated needs to be defined by its users, taking into account context specific 
infonnation. Ukaga and Maser (2004 pg 2) state that: 
scany group planning to evaluate a given initiative or event [in this case a 
BRP's sustainability] must have a good conversation about their philosophy 
so they can develop the aims and purposes of the evaluation to be consistent 
with their stated values". 
participation literature is reviewed, in order to define the elements and criteria needed 
to design an appropriate participatory methodology which would enable the selection 
of indicators to evaluate the sustainability of BRP. It is therefore emphasised that the 
purpose of this research is not to create a participation process but a sustainability 
evaluation process which uses participation methodý. 
Often in the literature participation implicitly refers to the involvement of the 
community or the lay public. However, in this research Webler and Renn's (1995) 
more general description of participation as forms of exchange that are organised for 
the purpose of facilitating communication between stakeholders regarding a specific 
decision, is adopted. Thus, reference is not necessarily made to the community when 
using the term participation, but rather to the BRP evaluation stakeholders who are 
defined in Section 2.5.3. 
Participation has different purposes which in turn affect the methods used, 
stakeholders involved and intensity of involvement. It is therefore important to define 
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the purpose of the participation and subsequent relevant methods which should be 
used to achieve that purpose (Section 2.5.1). However, participation should not be 
accepted uncritically as the right thing to do in all circumstances, and thus the benefits 
as well as procedural limitations of participation are examined (Section 2.5.2). This 
information can then be used to design a participatory process which capitalises on 
the benefits of participation, yet is also realistic, taking into account participations 
procedural barriers and limitations. In Section 2.5.4 the process and outcome criteria 
of 'good' participatory decision making are outlined forming the pillars for the 
participation process design and evaluation (See Chapter 6). One of these criteria is 
the integration of participation into existing decision making processes, which is 
explored further in Section 2.5.5. 
2.5.1. Purpose and nature of participation of BRP evaluation 
The purpose of participation will affect its nature. In fact a number of different 
hierarchies illustrating the different levels of participation can be found in the 
literature (Amstein, 1969; Dorcey et al, 1994; Wilcox, 1994; Pretty and Shah, 1994; 
UNDP, 1997). Amstein (1969) describes the different levels of participation using the 
metaphor of the 'ladder of participation, which is outlined as it is the earliest and 
probably best known categorisation of models of participation. The ladder essentially 
depicts a hierarchy ranging from non-participation and degrees of tokenism, where 
participants essentially do not have the power to influence a decision, through to the 
top level of the ladder of citizen power where participants have total control over the 
decision making process. 
One problem with such hierarchies is that they imply that more participation is 
necessarily better. However, the appropriate level and methods used should reflect the 
purpose of the participation (see Figure 2.3) (IEMA, 2002). Sanoff (2000, pg 11) 
describes the different purposes which participation, can serve, as: 
z "to generate ideas; 
-to identify attitudes; 
-to disseminate information; 
n to resolve some identified conflict; 
-to measure opinion; 
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" to review a proposal, 
" merely to serve as a safety valvefor pent - up emotions. 
One purpose does not necessarily exclude another, and indeed participation can fulfil 
more than one role. However, according to the defined purpose of the participation 
process the methods used will vary, and it is therefore important to recognise the 
limitations of any one process. For example, in the context of this research, which 
requires evaluation users to define their sustainability values in order to select 
indicators based on those, extended involvement is required (Figure 2.3). Participants 
need to contribute to the formation of a plan (in this case the evaluation strategy). 
However, as is apparent from Figure 2.3, extended participant involvement requires 
high interaction methods which are initiated early within the participation programme 
and which limit the number of participants who canyealistically be involved. 
This can have implications with regard to the extent to which the lay public can be 
involved. Tonn et al (2000 pg 164) state 'public participation should no t be seen as an 
either or proposition' but rather propose the consideration of the decision making 
questions and implications when deciding on the extent and methods of public 
participation. This is important regarding the sustainability evaluation design as a 
different level of participation with arguably less community input and intensity, 
required to answer the question of "what indicators should we use to monitor the 
sustainability of a specific BRPT' to "Should the project go ahead? ". Participation is 
shaped by those consciously initiating the process 
19 
, who decide which specific 
questions are deliberated and which not. Therefore, the benefits and procedural 
limitations of participation are reviewed, to draw elements which can help design an 
optimum participation process for the purpose of evaluating BRP sustainability, thus 
determining the level of community consultation. 
19 In this case the author designing the evaluation framework 
64 
Figure 2.3. Levels of participation, techniques and factors Influencing the selection of 
techniques (Adapted from IEMA, 2002) 
Extended 
Involvement 
Participants are able to 
contribute to the formation 
of a plan or proposal and to 
influence a decision through 
group discussions or 
activities 
Stage in the Citizenjuries- advisory 
participation groups 
progra. mme 
/ 
Involvement and Consultation 
Formal or informal dialogue to Identify Issues of 
concern 
-workshops- focus groups- open house 
Infomation Feedback 
Number of 
participants 
The dissemination of information with a request for feedback to 
supplement knowledge and gain a better understanding of 
Issues. 
-surveys- staffed exhibits and displays- staffed telephone lines 
Education and Information Provision 
The use of information dissemination to create an awareness of activities or issues 
-leaflets - newsletters-press releases - adverts - television - radio 
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2.5.2. Benefits and Limitations of Participation 
There are many theoretical arguments supporting participation in decision making 
which are outlined and discussed below as: 
-The inherent right to participate in the political decision making process in a 
democratic society; 
-Provision of relevant and holistic information to base decisions; 
-Better decision making; 
-Increased opportunity to achieve consensus and understanding between participants. 
These motivations for participation can be classified into three categories: normative, 
instrumental and substantive (Fiorino, 1990; Bumingham et al forthcoming) whereby; 
'under a normative view, participation is just the right thing to do. From an 
instrumental Perspective it is a better way to achieve particular ends. In 
substantive terms, it leads to better ends (Stirling, 2004, p. 220). 
In respect to the normative view, Morino (1990) argues that in democracy citizens 
have the right to participate in decision making and to be informed of the bases of 
decisions being made for them. This is reinforce. d in Article 21 of the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights (UN, 1948) which states 'Everyone has the right to take 
part in the government of his country, directly or through freely chosen 
representatives'. Through participation, accountability and transparency are enhanced 
thus increasing the legitimacy of decisions (Anex and Forcht, 2002). However, 
Cvetkovitch and Earl (1994) propose caution that not all participation produces justice 
and underline the need for a deliberative transparent and accessible participation 
process (see Section 2.5.4). Therefore, when designing the participatory process 
attention should be given to provide opportunities for participants to deliberate in a 
transparent manner. 
With regard to the instrumental motivations for participation, Anex and Focht (2002) 
argue that as participants deliberate they are more likely to become aware of others' 
perspectives, thus helping them to forge an understanding and hopefully consensus. 
This process is thought to enhance trust amongst participants, which also enables the 
acceptance and greater ownership of. decisions (Sanoff, 2000). In Chapter 1, the 
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current lack of use and ownership of evaluation processes and results was identified 
as an issue of concern. Patton (1997), in proposing ways of increasing the utility of 
evaluations, recommends working with decision makers and information users 
(stakeholders) in a collaborative way to design and carry out the evaluation. 
"The stakeholder assumption is the idea that key people who have a stake in 
an evaluation should be actively and meaningfully involved in shaping that 
evaluation so as tofocus the evaluation on meaningful and appropriate issues, 
thereby increasing the likelihood of utilisati6n" (Patton, 1982, p. 59). 
Therefore, the use of deliberative participation methods to increase the ownership and 
acceptance of the BRP evaluation by its users is of great relevance and value to this 
research. 
In substantive terms participation is also promoted on the basis that is provides better 
quality information to both decision makers and other participants which in turn 
enables better decision making (Anex and Focht, 2002). In particular, public or 
community participation is advocated on the basis that it can reveal important 
information quickly and cost effectively (Greenberg and Lewis, 2000; Fischer, 2003). 
Bartsch (2003) proposes the consultation of local communities on the basis that they 
have a greater understanding of the needs and problems in an area. This indicates the 
need to consult the local community (at a minimum through surveys, see Figure 2.3) 
in order to obtain information feedback with regard to a proposed BRP and issues 
which should be addressed through the evaluation. 
It is therefore clear that participation can contribute positively in a number of ways in 
the evaluation of BRP. In order to achieve benefits*such as ownership of the process, 
extended involvement by evaluation users is required. Community consultation for 
information feedback which can be achieved through less extensive involvement 
methods such as surveys is also needed. However, participation will not just occur 
and, for it to achieve its purpose, it needs to be carefully planned (Sanoff, 2000). 
Therefore, the different procedural barriers to participation are outlined below, which 
can be taken into account when designing the evaluation participatory process. 
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2.5.2.1. Procedural barriers and limitations to participation 
Collier (2002) identifies barriers to participation and makes a number of 
recommendations to address them (Table 2.2). 'One of the main limitations to 
participation is the lack of attendance (ibid). ODPM (1998), referring specifically to 
community participation, report on the lack of participation in existing community 
involvement processes. Owens and Cowell (2002, p. 61) question the Government's 
reasoning in promoting more deliberative community involvement "at a time when 
the demise of civic virtues has been almost universally acknowledged and lamented'. 
Birch (2002, p. 49) states; 
"whilst LA are clear about the benefits that engaging the public can bring, 
they seem concerned that the effectiveness ofsuch activities may be affected by 
low levels of public interest in participation initiatives or indeed the 
representativeness of those responding". 
Ta'kli- II 'Rnrrii-. rq M mrtirinstinn qncl remmmendationq (Collier- 2002) 
Issue Recommendations 
Competing It takes time and commitment to participate properly and there are many competing demands. 
demands Try to make participation as easy as possible. 
- Access Carefully consider access to consultation documents and outreached events. Take into account 
the needs of the disabled. 
Time Aim to allow sufficient time within the programme for participants to prepare for events and to 
read and comment on documents. 
Awareness People have to be aware of the programme to participate. Think about informing and 
encouraging people through a co-ordinated promotion campaign. 
Information Try to present a range of information, taking into account the format and level of detail required 
by different participants. 
Public The stress of speaking in a meeting deters many from participating. Surgeries and exhibitions 
speaking are more flexible and less intimidating. 
Access to the The Internet gives people access to a wide range of information and opinions from all sides of 
Internet the argument. But not everybody has access, so a web site on its own Is not enough, 
This raises important questions with regard to the extent which the public should be 
expected to participate in developing an evaluation for a BRP as well as the lengths 
which one should go to try to involve them. Participation takes time and money, 
therefore budgeting when designing a participatory process is essential (Wehrineyer, 
2001; IEMA, 2002). A more expensive strategy is not necessarily more effective 
(Wehrmeyer, 2001). In fact, IEMA (2002) describe a range of participation methods 
ranging in levels of involvement (Figure 2.3) and state their advantages and 
disadvantages as well as appropriateness regarding the purpose of participation. When 
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selecting which participation methods to use, they recommend the consideration of 
the following20 (IEMA, 2002, p. 30): 
-The purpose and objectives of the participation eiercise; 
-The degree of interaction required between participants and the extent to which 
participants are able to influence decisions,, 
a The timing of use, ie the stage in the decision making process and the time available 
for participation; 
oResource availability-time, costs; 
-The number ofparticipants involved,, and 
The com lexity, controversy and level of interest in issues under consideration. T 
For the purpose of this research, a pragmatic approach should be adopted which 
considers the implications of the decisions being deliberated when deciding the extent 
of public participation (Owens and Cowell, 2002). Gyford, (1991), Lowndes et al, 
(1998) and Birch (2002) assert that members of the public only become interested 
when the issues at hand are immediately relevant to them. It does not interest them 
how the local councils are run or the processes used (in this case the indicators which 
monitor BRP); 'what does matter to the public are better services which ostensibly 
derive from these processes' (Fenwick and Elcock, 2004, p. 535). All the above 
indicates that for the participatory approach requireý for the evaluation of BRP, direct 
extended involvement community participation is not essential and may have 
feasibility complications. However, community information feedback is required, 
indicating that lower involvement methods such as surveys and consultation through 
representation are necessary (Figure 2.3). 
However, the lack of representation is the Achilles heel of participation (Owens and 
Cowell, 2002) and participatory evaluation more specifically (Ukaga and Maser, 
2004). 'Often people involved do not represent the majority but are rather citizens 
who represent sp6cial interests' (Sanoff, 2000, p. 23). In fact, a study by Birch (2002) 
concluded that 56% of UK local authorities are concerned that participation exercises 
are capturing views of dominant yet unrepresentative groups. HaJer and Kesselring 
(1999), caution against undermining existing democratic processes, for example by 
20 these issues will be considered fin-ther in the stakeholder interviews in Chapter 4. 
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not using elected representatives such as councillors. They conclude that the 
introduction of add-on interactive fora 'might have eroded the power of of)TIcially 
aegally embedded) practices of participation' (ibid, p. 19). From the above, two 
important conclusions can be drawn. Firstly that existing legally required participation 
processes in BRP should be considered when developing the evaluation participation 
process (see Section 2.5.5). Secondly, councillors should be involved in the 
evaluation process to represent the public. 
However, this approach also has its limitations. Whitehead (2003) points out the 
danger of assuming that councillors' views are necessarily uniform or representative 
of those of their community. The assumption that the community has a uniform 
opinion is problematic in itself. Henderson (2004, pg2l) explains how any public 
representative elected or otherwise: 
'may not represent the diversity of interests present in the surrounding area, 
recognising that society can be sub-divided by age, ethnicity, gender, physical 
ability, sexuality and wealth'. 
Therefore, a combination of community participation methods such as a census which 
should provide each member of the community the opportunity to express their views 
as well as obligatory councillor representation, to allow for extensive involvement and 
deliberation, may be considered an optimum miO. Having dealt with the issue of 
public participation and representation it is important to examine more widely the 
potential stakeholders who could be involved in a BRP evaluation process. 
2.5.3. BRP Stakeholders 
Collier (2002, p. 7), defines stakeholders as "constituencies, organized groups, or 
individuals that have a direct or indirect interest in the decision". In the case of the 
sustainability evaluation of BRPs, the decision in question is "how should the 
sustainability of a BRP be evaluated? is22 . There 
is extensive literature on the different 
stakeholders and their role in BRPs (Dair and Williams, 2004; Greenberg and Lewis, 
2000; Adams et al, 2000; Ferguson 1999; Wernstedt et al, 2003; Carley, 2000; Urban 
Mines, 2000; Bardos et al, 2001). However, there is no consensus as to who should be 
2' This needs to be explored fiu-ther by questioning stakeholders chapter 4. 
22 and not 'whether the proposed development should go ahead' and neither 'what should the BIR be? 
eg housing, industrial units etc' 
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involved in each decision making process. Different categorizations and groupings of 
stakeholders can be found, reflecting the interests of different authors. It is therefore 
important to examine the literature in order to make decisions about best practice in 
stakeholder identification for this research. 
Stakeholder inclusion and the composition of the group should be tailored according 
to the scale of the BRP and the effect it is going to have on the surrounding area 
(Collier, 2002). Additionally, the composition of the stakeholder group may alter 
according to the life cycle period of the project. Bartsch (2003) notes that different 
stakeholders play a different role in each BRP period (Figure 1.1), and therefore their 
role should vary according to the period. 
Box 2.5 provides an indicative list of stakeholders in BRPs, including stakeholders 
who have decision making powers, those who will be affected by the BRP and also 
those who have the power to obstruct or assist the project. This list is indicative rather 
than exhaustive and is intended to be used as a prompter, as stakeholder involvement 
will depend on the individuals' relevance to the specific sites and projects in question. 
When selecting stakeholders to involve in each stage of the participatory process, 
their legitimacy will have to be considered. If participants are not content with the 
composition of the group they may doubt the fairness of the process, and the whole 
participation process could be disrupted (Sanoff, 2000; Seargent and Steele, 1998; see 
Section 2.5.4). Therefore, Seargent and Steele (1998) and the Environment Council 
(2002, pg6) propose the consideration of the following questions prior to the selection 
of stakeholders to assess their legitimacy: 
" no is directly responsiblefor the decisions on the issues? 
" Who holds positions of responsibility in stakeholding organisations? 
" no is influential in the area, community, organisation? 
" no will be affected by any decisions around the issue? 
" no will promote a decision-provided they will be involved? 
" no will obstruct a decision- if they are not involved? 
" no has been involved in the issue in the past? 
" no has not been involved up to now -but should have been? 
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Box 2.5 Different stakeholders, who may potentially be relevant to include in the 
uU11SUILULIULI Plvvrbb 
" Building Control 
" Development Control (including regeneration officer) 
" Sustainability officer LA21 
" "Environmental Health Officer" (Ind. contaminated land officer) 
" Health Safety Executive (HSE) 
" Highways 
" Councilors 
" National House Building Council (NHBC) 
" National Health Service (NHS) 
" Environment Agency (EA) 
" Police 
" Utility regulators 
" Service providers 
" Architect 
" Engineer (incl. remediation consultant) 
" Development surveyor (incl. Planning consultant) 
" Cost consultant 
40 Estate agent 
" Community liaison 
" Lawyer 
" Contractors 
" Landowner 
" Developer 
" Investors 
" Partners 
" End users occupants/ residents 
" Housing Associations 
" Banks/ financial institutions/ insurers 
" Aid/ grant providers (e. g. English Partnerships) 
" NGOs 
" Central Government Departments 
" Regional Authorities (RDAs) 
" Statutory and non statutory consultees 
" Residents associations 
" Community groups / pressure groups 
" Individuals 
" Business groups 
" Building site operatives 
" Visitors/ workers on commercial sites 
" Neighbours 
" Purchasers or tenants 
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2.5.4. Criteria and elements of 'Good' participatory decision 
making 
In order to design and evaluate an effective partic, iPatory process the criteria which 
constitute it need to be defined. Criteria and elements of effective participative 
decision making can be divided into outcome and process criteria. Outcome criteria 
are outlined below, but are not reviewed here in detail as these can only be used to 
evaluate the outcome of the deliberation. They are content specific in that they can 
only be used after the deliberation has ended, limiting the potential to draw on 
generally applicable elements of best practice of the process as well as the context/ 
outcome of the deliberation. 
Outcome criteria consist of. 
-achievement of consensus on a decision; 
ovalue added to the decision; 
-a fair decision (inequities are minimized as far as possible); 
-improvement in the public availability of information; and 
-promotion of trust between stakeholders (Environment Agency, 1998). 
By contrast, process criteria are applicable and comparable to all participatory 
processes (Santos and Chess, 2003). Furthermore, Sanoff (2000) argues that 
participants judge the efficacy of a participation process on the basis of the process 
followed and the opportunity they had to contribute and be involved rather than on the 
outcome. The process criteria and important elements of the participatory process are 
thus examined below (Table 2.3). 
The participation and risk communication literature has tended to focus on process 
criteria which examine how participation occurs, 6r the different means to promote 
participation such as information exchange, rules and so forth (Santos and Chess, 
2003). Process criteria also include recommendations as to how decisions are made 
and who is involved in the decision making process. Cvetkovitch and Earl (1994) 
comment on the plethora of literature, which stipulates the 'shoulds' in participation 
(see Table 2.3). 
Table 2.3: Elements or criteria of "good" participation or risk communication 
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Authors Elements or criteria of "good" participation or risk communication 
Environment P The extent to which the participants represent all stakeholders 
Agency 1998 a Effectiveness of the method in meeting the objectives of the participants 
- Use of resources to their fullest value 
@ The extent to which the communication method and mandate for stakeholders' participation 
meet the objectives of different parties 
w The degree of knowledge and awareness achieved among participants 
m Compatibility with other decision processes, particularly statutory, 
Wehrmeyer m Have a transparent process 
2001 -Apply the precautionary principle to risk communication 
uAgree the'ground rules'of the communication in an Interactive dialogue 
a Communicate 'as fast as reasonably practical'. 
w Be clear about the Information needs of the participants 
@ Balance participation with focus 
- Be as simple as possible and as technical as necessary 
m Don't express risk in numerical terms alone I 
w Understanding that there is not always one best. solution and that conflicts can be over 
societal values 
w Competence and trust can become more relevant than statistics 
w Find ways to involve stakeholders In the decision making process 
Institute of w The process of public participation should be agreed upon between stakeholders 
participatory a Public participation should start early in the decision-making process 
planning (1981) -The objectives of the public participation need to be clearly stated 
in Syme and - People need to be aware of the level of power being offered 
Eaton (1989) a Efforts should made to Identify all interested parties 
- Information should be freely available to all participants 
n Participants should know-how their submissions will be processed 
w Where appropriate costs for participants should be reimbursed. 
Cvetcovitch and v The goals of public participation should be clearly defined 
Earl (1994) n Public involvement should start early In the decision process 
n Communicators have to be honest and responsive to the public 
a The public should be involved in the setting of the agenda for public involvement 
From Table 2.3 a few common elements in each set of recommendations emerge 
which are: 
j. Participatory decision making processes must be, and must appear to be, fair. 
ii. Stakeholders must display certain minimum degrees of trust towards each other. 
iii. Differences in knowledge and competence must be addressed. Thus information 
provision and the educational elements in participation processes need 
consideration. 
iV. Values and value trade-offs need to be accepted ind structured processes developed 
to allow for this. 
V. Participation must be, or seem to be, an integral part of the decision making 
process 23 . 
23 At the appropriate time and level suitable to achieving the intended purpose of the participation. 
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j. Fairness 
There are different types and definitions of fairness (Albin, 1993). However, only one 
concept of fairness is directly relevant to participatory decision making processes and 
is described by the Environment Agency (1998) as the extent to which opportunities 
exist for the expression of legitimate personal interest and contribution to the decision 
making process. Santos and Chess (2003) describe the conditions of fairness, relating 
to the equal ability of all participants to be part of the process, freely initiate and 
participate in the discourse, and in the decision-making. 24 Participants should also be 
free from manipulation and have equality with respect to power (ibid). These criteria 
for the evaluation of these aspects of fairness are dealt with by all authors in Table 
2.3. They should be considered when designing the evaluation process, in particular 
the process of stakeholder identification and involvement as well as when setting 
ground rules of deliberation. 
u. Trust 
Illsley (2003) suggests that people are more likeiy to accept decisions when they 
acknowledge both the moral basis of the judgment and the legitimacy of the decision 
making body. This relates to trust in, and credibility of, the decision makers and 
facilitators of the participatory processes (Table 2.3), (Keeney el al, 1986; 
Wehrmeyer, 2001). There are three dimensions of trust: trust of experts and expertise, 
trust of government decision-makers and trust of other stakeholders (Anex and Focht, 
2002). Trust is a key factor, which is characterised both by the technical competence 
of the information provided as well as the opportunities to make underlying values 
explicit (Kontic, 2000). Trust is considered as a prerequisite to effective decision 
making but is also known to be enhanced through deliberative processes which allow 
for value sharing (ibid). The implications of the above are that prior to the initiation of 
the participatory evaluation process there needs to be agreement between participants 
with regard to the composition of the stakeholder group. Additionally, methods 
should be developed which will allow for the provision of technically competent 
information as well as for participant value sharing. 
" See previous section on criteria for stakeholder selection. 
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ju. Competence, Information and Education. 
The Environment Agency (1998, pg 20) describe participatory competence as: 
"the ability to provide all of those taking part with the procedural tools and 
knowledge needed to make the best possible decision. In this context the 
provision of information, providing access to different (including conflicting) 
information sources and experts; providing opportunities for questioning, 
debate and learning, promotion of the consideration of anecdotal evidence 
and intuitive knowledge; and opportunities for people to check claims and 
reduce misunderstandings are all important". 
All these criteria of participatory competence should ideally be implemented through 
the sustainability evaluation process design. However, the levels of informational 
competence and degree of participation and role of values in decision making will 
vary according to the levels of uncertainty and stakes involved in the decision making 
(Giampietro, 2006). This implies that when designing a participatory approach of the 
evaluation of specific projects, although minimum requirements to achieve the above 
criteria should be set, flexibility should also be -available to modify the process 
depending on its uncertainty and stakes. Participation allows for social learning and 
capacity building (Tuler, 1998). However, this requires the consideration of 
appropriate methods of information provision, taking into account participant's 
competence (Keeney et al, 1986). Obviously these will vary between BRP's, thus 
underlying the need for a simple yet flexible process which can be adapted to suit the 
needs of a particular project and its stakeholders. 
iv. Making values explicit and value trade-off decision making 
"Values are the criteria used to select and justify actions, to evaluate people 
(including the seo and events"(Cvetcovich and Earl, 1994 pg163). Making values 
explicit when selecting indicators to evaluate su * 
stainability has been stated as a 
prerequisite from the outset (Ukaga and Maser, 2004). Additionally, an examination 
of participatory and risk decision making processes specifically with regard to 
brownfield redevelopment projects (Pediaditi et al, 2005) identified the need to 
internalise ethical and other values in the decision making process (Ball, 2002; NRC, 
1996; Kasperson, 1986). However existing BRP decision making processes such as 
planning have wrongly been portrayed as rational processes which use scientific 
information, when they are in fact political processes characterised by value and 
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power struggles (Owens and Cowell, 2002; Weston, 2000). Therefore, there is 
growing support for participatory deliberation which accepts and makes values 
explicit in decision making (Giampietro, 2006; Owens and Cowell, 2002; Susskind et 
al, 2001). However, the inherent difficulties of doing that are also documented, in 
particular when decisions involve making trade-offs that involve multiple dimensions 
of value (Avrai et al, 2001; Gregory, 2002). 
Therefore, it is proposed that along with participation and deliberation, a decision 
making framework is needed to help encourage thinking, and to structure information 
so that participants can better understand the complex issues and range of values 
(Matheson and Matheson, 1998). Avrai et al (2001, p. 1067) define the elements of a 
decision making framework as "clarifying several aspects including defining the 
decisions to be made, identifying objectives, creating alternatives, understanding 
consequences and weighing trade-offy in selecting among alternatives ". It is proposed 
for this research that this framework should be targeted around making values explicit 
through the use of, for example, value focused thinking (Keeney et al, 1986) as well 
as through a structured approach enabling value trade-offs like the one proposed in 
Gregory (2002). Criteria to evaluate this process are proposed in Table 2.3. 
v. The integration of participation Into existing decision making processes 
Clarke and Dawson (1999) discuss the phenomenon of evaluations serving more as 
late 'add-ons' to existing programs and projects rather than intrinsic elements of the 
decision making processes, which limits their effebt and the use of findings. Ukaga 
(2001) and Sanoff (2000) suggest that this is the case for many participatory 
processes, at best limiting the extent to which issues raised from the participatory 
process can influence decisions and at worst leading to lack of credibility of 
participation itself. From the above, it is clear that the framework for the participatory 
sustainability evaluation of BRP faces two challenges in its design. Firstly, as an 
evaluation process it needs to ensure that it is integrated within existing BRP decision 
making processes (Section 2.2 and 2.3). Secondly, opportunities within the existing 
decision making processes need to be identified which would allow for participative 
decisions made using the evaluation framework to be taken on board and at best 
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legitimised. Therefore, existing BRP participatory or consultation processes 25 are 
investigated further. 
2.5.5 Opportunities for BRP participatory decision making 
UK environmental law has been described as historically closed to public influence, 
limited to negotiation between regulators and regulated parties on compliance and 
evidence presented from a narrow basis of expertise (Steele, 2001). However, there 
has been an increasing emphasis on public participation, which can be observed in 
UK domestic, EU, and international environmental law (Steele, 2001; Illsley, 2001) 
(see Box 2.6). As the relationship between law and participation varies according to 
different processes and pieces of legislation and types of law, only the participatory 
processes directly relevant to BRP decision making are discussed. 
Box 2.6. Influential participation legislation 
m Aarhus Convenfion and Direcfive 90/3131EC 
0 Public Participation Directive, Directiive 2003/35/EC 
0 Seveso 11 (Directive 96182/EC) 
0 Consultation through the Development Control function 
U Planning Policy Statement I 
L3 Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, statements of community Involvement 
U Town and Country Planning: Environmental Impact Assessment, England and Wales, Regulations 
19991 Sl 1999/293 
The Development Control and planning process has already been discussed (see 
Section 2.3 and Pediaditi et al, 2005a). However, it is important to identify existing 
mechanisms in place for participatory decision making. Under Article 10 of the Town 
and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 1995, LPAs are 
required to consult various bodies so called 4'statutory consultees" about specified 
categories of planning application. The comments received are then taken into 
account when the LPA reaches its decision on the application. In addition, LPAs are 
advised to consult a range of other bodies "non-statutory consultees" most of which 
are set out in Appendix B to DOE Circular 9/95. 
25 in their broadest sense 
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However, this process has obvious limitations. As consultation is mostly through 
written submissions, there is limited scope for deliberation, two-way information 
exchange and for consensus building, which were considered key elements of 
effective participatory decision making. In fact, in a survey undertaken (ODPM, 
undated) LPAs expressed concern that consultees have a tendency to be over-cautious 
and sometimes appear unaware of the range of Jimitations a development faces. 
Additionally, the response to the consultation is limited to specific areas the statutory 
consultees are 'representing', so that, for example, English Nature only responds on 
ecological issues, the Environment Agency only responds with respect to their 
regulatory roles etc. Issues that do not have statutory consultees typically do not get 
aired and the overall review still lies in the hands of the development control officer 
dealing with the application. In this, the consijltation process is not really a 
deliberative process, with open questions, but a structured way to get views from the 
most significant agencies. 
Therefore, until recently, the only opportunity for public participation in planning 
application decision making was through the public. inquiry process or through written 
consultations with neighbouring residents and businesses (Cullingworth and Nadin, 
2002) The public inquiry process, however, is criticised with regard to its limited 
opportunity for consensus building and improved understanding as well as highly 
charged and confrontational nature (Fiorino, 2000 and Weston 2000). 
However times are changing, and PPSI (ODPM, 2005), as part of ODPM's strategy 
to put sustainability as the core function of planning, also reinstates the importance 
and need for increased public participation and stakeholder consultation when 
determining planning applications and developing plans. A particular demonstration 
of this increasing emphasis on participation is through the recently adopted Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) by which LPAs are required to prepare a 
statement of community involvement: 
"The statement of community involvement is a statement of the authority's 
policy as to the involvement in the exercise of the authority's functions under 
Sections 19,26 and 28 of this Act and Part 3 of the principle Act ofpersons 
who appear to the authority to have an interest in matters relating to 
development in the area' (IHMSO, 2004, Ch4pter 5 Art 18). 
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As this is a recent development, the implementation of this Act is just starting to take 
place and therefore the participatory processes employed have yet to be defined. 
However, this process constitutes an important opportunity for the potential 
integration of the BRP sustainability evaluation participatory process, thus achieving 
criterion (v) of good participatory decision making (Section 2.5.4). 
UK planning law has adopted a mandatory consultation process for some larger 
developments through the requirement for Environmental Impact Assessments 
26 (ElAs) . In these 
instances, participation is a condition of the legality of the decision 
to proceed with the development. However, participation is limited to the provision of 
information, in the form of an environmental statement and the opportunity to attend a 
public hearing to comment on a predefined pyoposal, and thus faces similar 
limitations to the standard planning application consultation arrangements. Although 
best practice literature regarding increased involvement participation and two-way 
communication in EIA is well established, the take up of such processes has been 
slow (Chadwick and Glasson, 1999; Glasson and Heaney, 1993). 
The more recent legislation and guidance tends to promote more extended 
involvement participation (see Figure 2.3) which includes deliberation and the 
inclusion of values, two-way information exchange and a problem solving approach 
to decision making, and consequently offers more potential for the integration of the 
BRP evaluation participation processes. However, there is a need for caution and 
further investigation with regard to the actual implementation of this legislation on the 
ground as well as its applicability to BRP evaluation. The processes described are 
designed to answer a different question to those of the evaluation, mainly whether a 
development should go ahead. Therefore, firther investigation is required into the 
possibilities for introducing more involved deliberative participatory processes into 
existing BRP processeS27 (Chapter 4). 
26 (Directive 85/337/EEC, Council Directive 97/1 IEC, Town and Country Planning: Assessment of 
Environmental Effects; Regulations 1988: SI 1998/1199; Town and Country Planning: Environmental 
Impact Assessment, England and Wales, Regulations 1999: S11999/293). 
27 There is a need to ask BRP stakeholders to what extent they carry out or are involved in 
participatory processes and what stakeholders and what type of participatory processes they perceive 
the RAF should have. 
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In conclusion, it has been established that participation has a number of benefits and 
is required to carry out BRP sustainability evaluations. The purpose of the 
participation would be to enable effective decision making with regard to defining 
sustainability, obtaining context specific information with the aim of identifying 
relevant indicators to evaluate the sustainability of BRP. Although community 
involvement was identified as key with regard to BRP, it was established that 
consideration in the design of the participatory process should also be given to the 
feasibility aspects, such as time and cost parameters. Therefore, it was proposed that 
participation is carried out by evaluation users and public representatives and public 
information feedback obtained through community census (see Figure 2.3). The 
elements of good participatory decision making were established, with a number of 
recommendations proposed regarding the nature of the evaluation process including 
the need for a structured decision making framewoik which enables transparency and 
value sharing. The need to integrate participation into existing decision making 
process was underlined with new opportunities emerging for more involved 
participation through the planning system, requiring further investigation (Chapter 4). 
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2.6. Conclusions: the RAF theoretical specification 
From the above review a number of key issues emerged which serve as the theoretical 
specification for the RAF development and evaluation (Box 2.7). These theoretical 
specifications or criteria are also used as a basis to evaluate a range of existing tools in 
Chapter 3. Recommendations are drawn with regard to further research required for 
the purposes of this project and for the wider research community. 
Box 2.7 The Redevelopment Assessment Frameworks: Theoretical specifications 
The RAF would have to be: 
1. Holistic (evaluate environmental, social and economic aspects of the BRP) 
2. Site and Project specific (evaluate at the development level and include 
evaluation of associated impacts resulting from planning conditions and S106 
Agreements). 
3. Long-term (evaluate the sustainability of all 3 BRP life cycle periods) 
4. Participatory (enable evaluation users to make their values and risk 
perceptions explicit as well as develop their own sustainability indicators based 
on those; Obtain communities views) 
5. Integrated within existing decision making processes (planning) 
*These five criteria will be used to evaluate existing tools (Chapter 4) as well 
as the RAF case study trial (Chapter 6) 
First it was identified that in order for the RAF to be in line with the principles of 
sustainability it would have to enable a holistic evaluation of BRPs, considering 
social, envirom-nental and economic implications (Section 2.1). There are 
sustainability implications throughout the whole life cycle of a BRP with a number of 
stakeholders and processes involved (Section 2.2). However, the processes in place 
and the decisions made during the initial planning and design period have the greatest 
influence and potential to affect the sustainability of a BRP throughout its life cycle 
and also provide the best opportunity to involve consulted stakeholders. Each BRP is 
distinct and thus requires case by case consideration. 
Therefore it is proposed that the RAF should adopt a context speciflc approach 
which is initiated as early as possible and integrated within the planning Process, 
yet which enables the long-term evaluation of the project throughout its land use life 
cycle. Through the review it was identified that the planning system is undergoing 
change with a number of opportunities for participatory evaluation and decision 
82 
making presenting themselves. However, further research is required to identify how 
and whether the different BRP stakeholders, and in particular decision makers, are 
aware of or are using these opportunities and whether they are carrying out 
sustainability assessments and monitoring at all (See Chapter 4). The literature review 
also identified the potential to link Community Strategies, Statements of Community 
Involvement, SEA, EIA, Planning Gain and Regulations with the RAF as they 
presented decision making processes which the RAF could be integrated as well as 
potential sources of data and benchmarks. However, there is a need for further 
research to question BRP decision makers as to which of these processes they are 
using and the extent to which they see a link or utilisation of these processes as 
beneficial. 
The importance of adopting a participatory approach to indicator development was 
established from the outset, with the literature review identifying potential BRP 
stakeholders as well as stakeholder selection criteria. Elements of good participatory 
decision making were reviewed with the aim of being designed into the RAF process. 
From the literature an extended involvement participatory approach seems to be 
appropriate for the RAF. However, it is important to ask BRP stakeholders and RAF 
future users what kind of participatory approach they think would be most effective 
for the RAF (Chapter 4). 
Furthermore risk was identified as a key consideration for BRP, in particular with 
regard to the potential for contamination and general uncertainties regarding the site 
conditions. Whilst risk assessment is a key process, it only addresses technical risk. 
Therefore a more holistic approach was propoied using participation and risk 
communication to enable the variety of risk considerations to be made explicit and 
evaluated as part of the RAF. Additionally, what was not clear from the review was 
the extent to which long-term monitoring is being carried out on remediated sites post 
completion, and therefore will have to be investigated further (Chapter 4). 
Finally, the review of the literature regarding the iaeal characteristics of an indicator 
proved to be controversial, with no consensus being drawn regarding the number of 
indicators, their nature, form of presentation, aggregation etc. However, Table 2.1 was 
developed which presents the different potential characteristics which indicators could 
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have and is a starting point to their design. As the theoretical specifications of the 
RAF stipulate participative decision making in the development of indicators, it is 
proposed that RAF participants agree on the ideal'indicator on a case by case basis, 
having considered the criteria of Table 2.1. 
The literature review also identified a number of potential functions for the RAF, 
including: 
oServing as an information provision mechanism, providing feedback of policy 
effectiveness and a link between EIA and SEA; 
-providing an aid to development decision making, 
-Providingfeedback to BRP decision makers on the effects of their decisions. 
These different potential uses of the RAF evaluations are not mutually exclusive but 
do have different methodological implications. It -is therefore important to explore 
what BRP stakeholders consider to be the limitations of existing tools and what 
benefits they wish and perceive can be achieved from sustainability evaluation 
(Chapter 4). This information in combination with the theoretical directions 
established in this chapter will enable the development of the RAF in a theoretically 
sound, yet practical manner. 
84 
Chapter 3. Review of existing sustainability evaluation 
tools and indicators. 
A recent study by the SUE-MoT Consortium identified 632 sustainability evaluation 
tools (SUE-MoT, 2004). Innes and Booher (2000, p. 174), referring to sustainability 
evaluation tool development, state: 
'this movement is developing so quickly that little has as yet been published 
documenting, much less critically evaluating, these experiments or assessing 
their impact. The internet is a much better ýource than the library forfinding 
out about much of this work, although its descriptions are sketchy and reflect 
the image each group wants to offer. P 
Mitchell (1996) comments on the ad hoc development of tools and sustainability 
indicators, whereas Deakin el al (2002) note the existing overlap between tools. 
Moreover, with regard to the quality of existing tools and the extent of their use, there 
is also little information (SUE-MoT, 2004). Bell -and Morse (2003) point out that 
there has been limited review into the use of indicators. Considering that the aim of 
this research is to develop a usable sustainability evaluation process, it is important 
that an investigation is carried out to identify which of existing evaluation tools are 
being utilised as well as the extent of their use, with a particular focus on BRP (see 
Chapter 4). 
This chapter therefore reviews potentially relevant existing sustainability evaluation 
tools to ascertain whether they meet the criteria or theoretical specifications in Box 
2.7. A direct review of 632 tools was not feasible; therefore, a secondary review was 
conducted based on three other main studies. These are the SUE-MoT 28 study which 
is compiling and reviewing existing urban sustainaýility tools, as well as the research 
carried out by BEQUEST and CRISP. In Europe the CRISP (Construction and city 
Related sustainability IndicatorS Project) has provided a database on the use and 
application of a wide range of sustainability indicators for construction and urban 
areas. The BEQUEST framework has been used to help structure the indicator data in 
the system (Curwell and Deakin, 2002). As it is not in the scope of this study to 
'R The author has collaborated from an early stage with the SUE MoT Consortium, sits on their 
Steering group, and worked together with them in identifying existing evaluation tools as well as in 
developing categorisation and classification categories used in their review. It was agreed appropriate 
at the time that SUE MoT conduct the classification and the author undertake a secondary review based 
on the BRP relevant criteria. See Chapter 1. 
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review all existing tools and indicators, the results of these studies are used to draw 
conclusions with regard to the overlaps, gaps and relevance of existing tools with 
regard to BRP and the authors' secondary review based on the SUE-MoT results. 
Table 3.1 lists existing evaluation tools reviewed by SUE-MoT, numbered so they can 
be classified according to their characteristics in relevant cells (in following Tables 
3.2; 3.3 and 3.4). This method of representation in Tables 3.2,3.3 and 3.4 permits the 
identification of the relevant existing tools, i. e. the ones which meet the specifications 
in Box 2.7. It also enables the identification of the current gaps in relation to BRP 
sustainability evaluation tools. The relevance column in Table 3.1 is the overall result 
of this review and should be considered having consulted Tables 3.2,3.3 and 3.4. 
Table 3.1. SUE Mo T reviewed tools 
Name of Tool Number Relevance29 
Yes, No, potential (P) 
CEEQUAL - Civil engineering Environmental Quality Award 
www. ceequal. com 
I P 
BRE- Methodology for environmental Profiles of Construction Materials, 
Components and Buildinqs www. bre, co. uk 
2 N 
The Boustead Model www. boustead-consultinq. co. uk 3 N 
Building Desiqn Advisor hftp: //qaia. lbi. qov/bda/ 4 N 
DOE-2.2 hftp: //simulationresearch. lbl. nov 5 N 
Community Sustainability Assessment 
hffi): //aen. ecovillaqe. oýqlactivities/csa/Enqlishftoc. t)hD 
6 N 
SPeAR The sustainable Project Appraisal Routine 
hffp: /Iwww. aruD. com/enVironmenttfeature. cfm? oaqeid=l 685 
7 P 
Athena www. athenaSMI. ca 8 N 
B RE Sustainability Checklist for developments www. bre. co. uk 9 Y30 
City Green www. amedcanforests. orq 10 N 
ECOTECTwww. squl. com 11 N 
Ecopro3l 12 N 
EcoCal www. bestfootforward. com/ecocal. htm 13 N 
ENVEST 2 www. bre-co. uk 14 N 
The Hong Kong Building Environmental Assessment Method HK-BEAM 
hftp: /A&ww. bse. wivu. edu. hk/Researr, h Centre/BEP/hkbeam/HK 
15 N 
Green Building Challenge www. cireenbuilding. ca 16 N 
GaBi 4 www. De-euroDe-com 17 N 
LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design www. usgbc. org 18 N 
Landscape urban planning tools 19 7 
Minnesota Sustainable Design Guide MSDG 
hftp: //www. develop. csbr. umn. edu/msdq2/MSDG/quide2. html 
20 P 
Planning for Community Energy, Economic and Environmental Sustainability 
PLACES hftp: /fwww. ener-qy. ca. qov/places/EXECSUMM. PDF 
21 P 
Social Costs of Alternative Land Development Scenarios 
www. fhwa. dot. qov/scalds/scalds. htmi 
22 N 
rSEEDA sustainability Checklist www, sustainability-checklist. co. uk 23 Y 
'9 Relevance is determined on the overall performance of each tool according to criteria in Table 3.4. 
" This has served as the basis of the newer SEEDA development checklist which was used as part of 
the RAF (see Chapter 5). 
31 Not enough info available. 
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SPARTACUS System for Planning and Research in Towns and Cites for 24 N 
Urban Sustainability http: IAAww. raurnplanung. unl- 
dortmund. derirpud/prolspada/sWa, htm 
TEAN, Tool for Environmental Analysis and Wanagement 25 ? 
www. ecobilan. com 
3.1. Holistic Approach 
The need for a holistic approach to the evaluation of BRP sustainability was discussed 
in Section 2.1. However, Table 3.2 shows there is a predominance of solely 
enviromnental evaluation tools. This conclusion is also drawn by Levett and Therivel 
(2004) as well as Deakin et al (2002a) who comment on a general fragmentation and 
a lack of tools addressing all three 32 issues. Levett qnd Therivel, (2004 p. 3) identified 
that environmental and economic tools prevail, with a lesser emphasis attributed to 
the social dimension and attribute this phenomenon to the fact that 'there is less 
consensus about what social issues are and more contention surrounding what 
significant social impacts are, than about environmental and economic ones. ' 
Rotheroo et al (1997) point out that generally when developing sustainability 
indicators the focus usually reflects the expertise of the developer of the indicators. 
Also Cooper in Brandon et al (1997) identifies a particular gap with regard to building 
assessment methods addressing social issues, also evident from Table 3.2, In fact, 
when re-reviewing the tools in Table 3.2, it was observed that in some cases tools 
which claimed to address social or economic issues did so very sparingly, if at all. For 
example, one tool which claimed to address all sustainability issues had only one 
indicator relating to social issues and it consisted of the number of work accidents 
during construction. So although there are a number of tools, they mainly focus on 
environmental issues and tend to be fragmented, thus not proving to be entirely 
appropriate for the purpose of BRP evaluation. 
32 environmental, social and economic 
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3.2. Site or BRP specific 
An overview of different existing tools identifies that there is a diversity of tools with 
regard to the different scales they address. Brandon et al (1997) have identified that 
the spatial dimension plays an important role and can hinder the integration between 
different tool methodologies. Therefore, in Table 3.2 the different tools were 
categorised according to four different scales. The majority of tools reviewed focused 
on evaluating the environmental performance of buildings or infrastructure and at a 
more detailed level, materials and components, mainly based on Life Cycle 
Assessment methodologies. However, through the examination of BRP processes and 
the planning process, it was established that a BRP can have much wider implications 
than the building structure itself, including associated impacts resulting from planning 
conditions which should also be evaluated (see Section 2.3). This scale has been 
defined as the development scale in Table 3.2 and, as can be observed, there are only 
three tools 35 out of the 25 reviewed that are relevant to this scale and which address 
environmental social and economic issues. This phenomenon is also reported in Cole 
(1999), who asserts that there is a predominance of tools looking at the impacts of 
buildings and few which look at the wider impacts of developments. 
3.3. Long-Term BRP sustainability evaluation. 
In Section 2.2 the importance of evaluating the different impacts of a BRP throughout 
its life cycle was established. It was thus deemed important to identify whether any 
existing tools assessed the sustainability of developýnent projects throughout their life 
cycle. As is pointed out in Curwell and Cooper (1998) and Deakin et al (2002) there 
are very different tools and assessment approaches in planning (strategic and local) 
and between the different sectors of development projects (i. e. design, construction 
and operation). Deakin et al (2002a) for example, through the BEQUEST 
examination of the different tools available, identified a tendency for the initial 
planning and design phases, to overshadow the sustainability assessment needs of the 
construction and operational phases of a development. This can also be observed from 
the author's review (Table 3.2). When examining the different evaluation tool 
35 Tools (7,9,23) Table 3.2 
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websiteS36 and SUE-MoT reviews, some tools were found which claimed to be 
applicable to all phases, but there was no evidence of long-term monitoring which 
would be of particular relevance to the operation phase of the BRP. Only tools 7,9 
and 23 were found to make assessments of operation sustainability, albeit at the 
planning and design period of a development (Figure 1.1) and based on project 
specifications 37 
Deakin et al (2002a) comment on the lack of integration between the different tools 
and the need for the development of a more integrated approach which looks at all life 
cycle periods through one tool. Although a number of the tools reviewed did make 
use of other tools to inform their assessment, the integration was not through the 
different BRP life cycle periods. As can be noted from Table 3.3, all but one tool 
reviewed consisted of assessments of performance at a specific point in time and thus 
did not provide continuity. Essentially, there was no evidence of developed evaluation 
and monitoring methods which are initiated at the design phase and continued 
throughout operations. 
One of the particularities of BRP identified in Chapter 2 was the potential 
contamination and subsequent remediation required to make brownfield sites suitable 
for use. It was established in Chapter 2 that a sustainability evaluation would also 
have to be carried out for the remediation process. However, the review of the 
literature, including Bardos el al (1999), Bardos et al (2000), Vik et al (2001), 
Rudland and Jackson (2004) and existing sustainability tools, did not identify any 
tools designed to evaluate the sustainability of proposed reclamation and remediation 
schemes. Although tools 9 and 23 make reference to remediation methods, the criteria 
are too simplistic and potentially misleading. The remediation sustainability 
assessments consist of a simple question regarding which remediation method is 
utilised, with higher scores attributed to schemes which use alternative methods to 
36 The author only looked in detail at the websites of tools specified in Table 3.2 and compared her 
conclusions to those of the SUE MoT review of the same tools. In fact the SUE MoT review is more of 
a classification exercise based on the information provided by tool developers and does not question 
the validity of the claims made. Therefore the author revisited the tool websites for a re-evaluation. 
37 Tool 7 can undertake assessments post-development completion to certify that specifications have 
been met, but it is unknown if continuous performance monitoring is carried out and requires further 
investigation. 
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"dig and dump". However, such an assessment does not take into account the specific 
site conditions, the risk assessment results or the risk perceptions of the community. 
Rudland and Jackson (2004) emphasise the complexity of remediation technology 
choice and the range of factors which need to be taken into account including 
technological appropriateness, regulatory requirements, costs and benefits, 
stakeholder requirements, as well as sustainability issues. Although there have been 
studies comparing different remediation methods (for example, Harbottle et al, 2005) 
they are by no means conclusive, as they do not take into account social and in many 
cases economic and process factors, such as project timelines and budgets (Vik et al, 
2001). Theoretical frameworks are available (Harris et al, 1995; Vik et al, 2001; 
Rudland and Jackson, 2004; SAFEGROUNDS,. 2002) for remediation options 
selection, which do make reference to sustainability; however they are not 
sustainability assessments. They also have limited practical application, as decisions 
on remediation technology choice are based currently on the DEFRA and EA (2004) 
model procedures for the management of land contamination which do not take 
sustainability into account. Furthermore, these frameworks do not assess the 
sustainability of different options, either their slistainability impact when being 
carried out or post completion. 
In 2005 the Regeneration of European Sites in Cities and Urban Environments 
(RESCUE) research consortium developed a checklist for the purpose of assessing 
funding applications for BRP which included assessment criteria of remediation 
processes (RESCUE, 2005). Although, this tool adopts a more site specific and 
detailed approach to the sustainability aýsessment of remediation processes, it serves 
mainly as a checklist and does not provide any benchmarks to assess performance. 
Thus there is a big gap in knowledge and availability of sustainability indicators 
regarding remediation and reclamation processes; which can not be addressed through 
this research. It is, however, of interest to question contaminated land practitioners 
about the extent to which they consider sustainability in their work and the procedures 
they use to do so (see Chapter 4). However, for the purpose of the RAF, the RESCUE 
criteria are recommended for use until more appropriate alternatives are developed. 
The application of the RESCUE criteria through the RAF case study will also be 
informative with regard to their relevance to the UK as, although generic in nature, 
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they have only been trialled once in Germany, yet are being proposed as a European 
model. 
3.4. Participation (in current sustainability evaluation tools) 
Evaluating the sustainability of BRP involves value based decisions, and thus requires 
participation to enable stakeholders to develop the criteria for the evaluation which 
reflects their values and needs (see Section 2.5). However, from the review of the 25 
tools (Table 3.3), it was identified that none of the existing tools relevant to the 
development level adopted this approach. The majority of the development scale tools 
reviewed prescribe a number of indicators which have been determined by a technical 
specialists (usually private consultants), who have predefined the object of study. This 
results in the reduction of the flexibility and applicability of the developed evaluation 
and essentially reflects the perceptions of the technical specialist rather than those of 
the affected stakeholders. Some tools (20 and 21) incorporated the flexibility to select 
criteria but they were for use on a much larger scale (such as assessing the 
sustainability of whole cites). Some tools involved stakeholders by allowing them to 
carry out self-assessments, and this usually corresponded with whether the tools were 
free or not (see Table 3-3). 
Finally, one of the criteria of "good" participatory decision making (Table 2.3) is to 
have a transparent process (Wehrineyer, 2001). Additionally, Levitt and Therivel 
(2004 pg 4) concluded in their review that there is a need for the development of a 
tool which is '! fast, not resource intensive and transparent'. From the author's review 
of existing tools (Table 3.3) it was noted that many are developed by consultancies, 
are patented and require a fee (often high) to be conducted. Consequently, in many 
cases the criteria or benchmarks used for the evaluation are not disclosed, resulting in 
the loss of transparency. Other tools do disclose the criteria and benchmarks but not 
the weightings which are attributed to the different criteria and in some cases not the 
method behind the evaluation scoring, again reducing significantly the transparency 
of the process. 
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3.5. Integration with existing decision making (planning) 
processes I 
The importance of integrating sustainability evaluation processes within existing 
decision making processes and in particular with regard to planning has been 
elaborated in depth (Section 2.3). From the review of existing tools (Table 3.3), only 
nos. 9 and 23 made reference to UK planning policies and legislation, although even 
in these the process through which the integration was accomplished at the decision 
making level was not made explicit. 
3.6. Conclusions 
Despite the plethora of existing sustainability evaluation tools, there is not one tool 
which appears to be aimed at evaluating the long-term sustainability of BRP in a 
holistic and participatory way whilst being integrated within existing BRP and 
planning decision making processes (Tables 3.4 and 3.1). Additionally, an 
overarching fragmentation was identified, with different tools being developed for 
specific scales and life cycle periods. Tools 7,9,23 may be of some relevance despite 
their limitations and thus deserve further consideration with regard to their potential 
application using the RAF. With regard to the evaluation of the sustainability of 
remediation strategies, it was concluded that further research is required to develop 
remediation sustainability indicators (although this is not in the scope of this thesis). 
The provisional use of the RESCUE checklist was proposed to evaluate the 
sustainability of the remediation process until better alternatives are developed. 
Although this review has been useful in identifying potentially relevant tools as well 
as gaps and overlaps, there are a number of tools, which have not been reviewed. 
Additionally, it was not possible through this review to evaluate the extent to which 
the development industry is using any of the above tools. It is thus important to 
investigate what is currently being used by the development industry and the reasons 
why (Chapter 4). 
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Table 3.4. Toot perfonnance against RAF theoretical specification. 
Toolst criteria Holistic BRP I development Long-term Participatory 
specific I 
I x X/ D x X? 
2 x x V x 
3 x x x x 
4 x x x x 
5 x x x Completed 
users 
6 V x V x 
7 V Xf D V? x 
8 x x x x 
9 V X/ D V? x 
10 x x x x 
11 x x x x 
12 x x x x 
13 x x x Completed 
users 
14 x x x V? 
15 x x x x 
16 x x x x 
17 x x x ? 
18 x X/ D V x 
19 .? x ? ? 
20 x x V V 
21 x x x V 
22 x x x x 
23 V X/ D V x 
24 V x x x 
25 x x x x 
Integrated 
(planning) 
V? 
x 
x 
x 
by X 
x 
v 
x 
v 
x 
x 
x 
by X 
v 
x 
x 
x 
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Chapter 4. Sustainability evaluation of brownfield 
redevelopment projects: current practice 
This chapter provides an analysis of interviews carried out with a range of 
professionals involved in BRP and the results of a national developer's survey. It aims 
to ascertain current practice in sustainability implementation and evaluation of BRPs 
and obtain their stakeholders' recommendations for the design of the RAF (see Table 
1.2 and Figures 1.2 and 1.3). This chapter forms an important part of the causal design 
of the RAF and aims to achieve objectives c and d of this research project (Section 
1.2). An analysis of the methods used to carry out this investigation is presented in 
Section 4.1. Six main issues were addressed through interviews and a survey and they 
are listed together with their respective section numbers: 
-The level and methods of influence intervieweeý perceived that they had on the 
sustainability of BRP (Section 4.2). 
-The extent of, and methods employed for, monitoring the long-term sustainability of 
BRP (Section 4.3). 
oThe extent of, and methods used for, the assessment of the sustainability of BRP 
proposals (Section 4.4). 
-The perceived benefits of carrying out long-term sustainability evaluation of BRP 
(Section 4.5). 
-The perceived barriers to sustainability evaluation tool adoption as well as 
limitations of existing tools (Section 4.6). 
Recommendations for the evaluation of BRP (Section 4.7) used to define the RAF's 
design specifications (see Chapter 1). 
4.1. Interview and Survey Methodology 
4.1.1. BRP Stakeholders serni- structured Interviews 
A total of 41 semi-structured interviews were conducted. Table 4.1 summarises who 
was interviewed and the main questions asked. Semi-structured interviews are a 
method of data collection whereby "the interviewer asks questions the same way each 
time, but isfree to alter their sequence and to probefor more information. " (Fielding 
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and Thomas in Gilbert, 2001, p. 125). This method was selected because Oppenheim 
(1992, p. 82) states "the more difficult and the more open ended the question schedule 
is the more we shouldprefer to use interviews". The interviews were then transcribed, 
by the author, and analysed by grouping common answers and themes, on the 
different topics. 
Table 4.1. Stakeholders Interviewed and questions asked 
Stakeholders interviewed Classification 41 Total Main questions asked. * 
reference Number 
Contaminated land relevant: EA, CL I CL2.. etc 6 , How and to what extent can you 
EH, NHBC, Remediation influence the sustainability of a BRP? 
Contractor * v Do you and the processes you use 
Building Control, BC I monitor the sustainability of a BRP? 
-Do ou and the rocesses ou use to y p y LA Sustainability Manager S 2 assess the sustainability of BRP? 
LA Senior DC officers DC 2 a What do you perceive to be the benefits 
of assessing and . monitoring the LA Policy and Regeneration P 5 sustainability of BRP? 
Managers m What would you say are the barriers to 
Other LA internal planning LAP 2 the sustainability assessment and 
consultees -monitoring of BRP? 
Private planning and PC 3 @Recommendations for the assessment 
sustainability consultants and monitoring of BRP? 
Architects and designers A 3 
Th b u ti k dt l -- D 10 ons were as ea ove q es e o Deve opers Contaminated land professionals with 
Sustainability Assessment tool TD 5 regard to contamination monitoring in 
developers addition to sustainability monitoring and 
Government policy EP GP 2 assessment of BRP. 
Millennium Communities and 
NBS. 
* See Appendix 3 for detailed list of questions. 
As this part of the research was not the sole aim of the project (but rather meant to 
inform it), the sample was not exhaustive but rather indicative. The sample of people 
interviewed was identified through a process of co-nomination, and from contacts 
obtained through the SUBRIM consortium (see Chapter 1). The sample does not 
claim to cover all different stakeholders involved in BRP (see Box 2.5) or to be 
representative in terms of sample size. In fact, the sample shows a bias towards 
stakeholders in the planning and design period of a BRP, which is the most important 
in terms of implementing sustainability as well as ensuring long-term sustainability 
evaluation (Chapter 2). Chapter 2 also concluded that this is the life cycle period 
where most stakeholders are involved and decisiorýs are made which could affect the 
long-term sustainability of BRP. Therefore, this bias is somewhat justified. 
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Additionally, Patton's (2002) approach to the development of evaluation processes 
has been followed in that interviewees were selected on the basis of their professional 
capacity as potential evaluation users or as BRP decision makers. Therefore, this 
methodology consciously has its limitations in ihat it does not cover the local 
communities or the general public who might be affected by BRP. 
Although the sample does not claim to be representative, care has been taken to 
interview across a wide range of professions as well as to sample from five different 
Local Authorities (LAs) in the Greater Manchester and the Thames Gateway area. 
These two areas were chosen as they were the key focus of the SUBR: IM consortium, 
but also because they are key regeneration areas (see Section 4.1.1). 
Additionally, sustainability evaluation developers of the tools identified as potentially 
relevant for the RAF (see Chapter 3) have been interviewed, providing answers based 
on their own years of experience of application of their tools as well as based on 
similar research which they have conducted. This approach strengthens the validity of 
the results provided as the cumulative knowledge of experts in the field of 
sustainability evaluation in the UK could be obtained. Finally, as will become 
apparent from the results presented in this chapter, there seems to be uniformity in the 
answers provided between stakeholders, which reinforces the validity of the 
conclusions drawn in the following sections. 
These interviews were essentially carried out to refine the theoretical specification of 
the RAF (Box 2.7) and determine the purpose which the RAF should serve, as defined 
by BRP stakeholders which would also be potential RAF users. However, the 
interviews had another dimension to them which is. not analysed in this thesis. At the 
time of the interviews an initial RAF had been developed, based on the theory of 
Chapter 2, which was brought along to each of the interviews. Following the general 
line of questioning (see Table 4.1), the RAF was described and interviewees were 
asked to comment on it. They were asked to identify which elements of the process 
they liked or disliked and to make recommendations to improve it. In particular, 
emphasis was placed on feasibility issues and reconimendations of to how to make the 
process widely applicable and most useful. These recommendations have been 
surnmarised in Section 4.7 and provide detail and refinement to the theoretical 
99 
specifications presented in Box 2.7. Essentially, after each individual interview the 
RAF was revised to incorporate the interviewee's recommendations. This process was 
very beneficial as it resulted essentially in 41 revisions of the RAF before reaching the 
form presented in Chapter 5, and which could explain its success when implemented 
(see Chapter 6). As a result of this process a drastic simplification of the RAF 
occurred, which led to its departure from theoretical best practice described in 
Chapter 2, particularly with regard to public risk communication and participatory 
theory. This issue is elaborated upon further in Chapters 6 and 7. 
4.1.1.1. Background to the Thames Gateway and Greater Manchester areas 
The Thames Gateway is an area stretching 40 miles along the Thames Estuary from 
the London Docklands to Southend in Essex and Sheerness in Kent. The decline of 
traditional industries has left the Thames Gateway, which makes up about 2% of the 
South East, with 17% of the region's Brownfield land (Harris, 2006). There are plans 
to invest Y446 million in the area, build 120,000 homes and create 180,000 new jobs, 
80% of which needs to be built on brownfield sites (ODPM, 2005f and 2005g). The 
Gateway is arguably Europe's biggest regeneration scheme, but it is also very 
controversial, making it a good to use for this research. Despite its claiming to be 
creating sustainable communities (ibid), much of the proposed growth is earmarked 
on floodplains, and there are concerns about the availability of key infrastructure such 
as water services (Milne, 2004). 
Additionally, the Thames Gateway is an interesting case study as it is characterised by 
extremely complex governance (Schopen, 2004), involving a plethora of actors which 
makes their coordination and consultation regarding any one particular BRP a 
challenge (Ross, 2004). Another important issue of interest is the rise in housing 
demand and affordable housing (ODPM, 2005h). Dixon et al (2005) identified that 
housing prices in the Gateway were well above the national average. In fact two of the 
most deprived areas in the Gateway were found to have higher housing prices than the 
average (ibid). The situation is different in the Greater Manchester area, as is 
explained below, and therefore they make two good contrasting areas to sample from. 
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The Greater Manchester area is in the North West of England Region and whose key 
regeneration drivers or coordinators is the North West Development Agency 
(NWDA). Greater Manchester is characterised by complex governance (see ODPM, 
2003 for a description of key actors), yet not at the scale of Thames Gateway. Greater 
Manchester is characterised by its declined industrial past which has left a significant 
amount of brownfield land. In contrast to the Thames Gateway, Greater Manchester is 
characterised by a low demand for housing, and a big stock of abandoned homes. 
Housing prices are below the national average (Dixon et al, 2005), with an oversupply 
of poor quality housing being a key issue. One of the key regeneration drivers in that 
area is the Northern Way Growth Strategy and Housing Market Renewal Pathfinders 
initiative (ODPM, 2003; 2004 b; 2004c). 
Both the Thames Gateway and the Greater Manchester are very interesting case study 
areas, characterised by heavy industrial pasts and a brownfield land legacy but 
currently facing distinctly different economic situations, particularly with regard to 
housing prices. However, both areas are branded' as sustainable communities, and 
therefore it is interesting to examine how they are being created and evaluated. 
4.1.2. National Developers Survey-Methodology 
In Chapters 2 and 3 it was established that there was a lack of information about 
whether the development industry was evaluating -the long-term sustainability of its 
BRPs and if so which tools they were using. Therefore, a National Developers Survey 
(NDS) was carried out (see Appendix 2) in conjunction with the University of 
Reading, College of Estate Management (CEM) as part of the SUBR: IM collaboration 
(See Chapter 1). The data were collected through postal questionnaires, which are 
characterised as appropriate methods when wanting to obtain wide coverage 
(Sarantakos, 1993). CEM was responsible for the design and administration of the 
NDS, and the author's sole contribution was to ask two closed questions which 
addressed whether developers undertake long-term sustainability monitoring and what 
percentage of their developments they obtain BREEAM certification for (see 
questions 9 and 11, Appendix 2). The survey also included one open ended question 
which asked developers to specify the type of long-ýerm monitoring they preferred. 
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The NDS was sent to 987 developers, both commercial and housebuilders. A 9.5% 
usable response rate was achieved. A comparison of the survey respondents by 
number and size of output against NHBC (National House Builders (forporation) data 
gives an indication of how representative the sample of those undertaking residential 
development is against the industry as a whole. Table 4.2 shows that the sample is 
more representative of medium to large sized housebuilders (31 or more units p. a. ) 
than smaller operators (less than 31 units pa). However, whilst housebuilders 
producing less than II units per annum account for 80% of registered and active 
housebuilders, NHBC data (see Pediaditi et al, 2006a ) shows that their contribution 
to the industry's total output is small. Therefore, it could be argued that although the 
response rate at less than 10% was poor, the representation from the larger developers 
indicates that the sample reflects the views of those responsible for a large percentage 
of the UKs brownfield redevelopment. 
Table 4.2: Representativity of survey responses obtained. 
NHBC data 
Size band Number registered % by size Sample count as 
(2003) band % NHBC 
0 units 10,188 
1-10 units 4,421 80% 0.16% 
11-30 units 712 13% 2% 
3 1-100 units 264 5% 12.5% 
10 1 -500 units 112 2% 13% 
501-2000 units 20 0.4% 15% 
2000+ units 14 0.3% 21% 
Total active 5,543 100% 1.35% 
The results of the survey were analysed using SPSS and Excel (for the descriptive 
statistics) and are presented in conjunction with interview findings in Sections 4.3 and 
4.4. respectively. Although surveys are a good way of obtaining data from a larger 
number of developers, than could have been achievpd through interviews, they do not 
allow for question clarifications to be made (Sarantakos, 1993). Furthermore, the fact 
that the author did not have control over the delivery and administration of the survey 
limited the opportunity to carry out follow-up calls to try to increase the response rate. 
However, the follow up interviews (Section 4.1.1) provided a greater understanding of 
the survey results (see Section 4.3 and 4.4). 
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4.2. Influencing the sustainability of a BRA 
In Section 2.3 of the literature review a number of processes in land use planning 
were identified through which sustainability could be influenced, including: 
x Community Strategies and Local Agenda 21 (LA2 1); 
m Sustainability Appraisals (SA) and Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA); 
m The planning application process and planning gain; 
n Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA); 
m Regulations. 
Due to the novelty of some of these processes, it was concluded that further 
investigation was required to establish the views of BRP stakeholders regarding the 
use of these processes in influencing the sustainability of BRP, as well as to identify 
any others potentially used. Therefore, the following two, open-ended, non- 
prescriptive interview questions were asked. "To what extent can you influence the 
sustainability of a BRP? " and "How? ". 
What became obvious from the onset of the interviews was that all the different 
categories of stakeholders had different definitions of sustainability. Although it is not 
in the scope of this research to analyse these in detail, a few examples of the different 
definitions are presented to illustrate the point. Architects defined sustainability in 
design as 'designing an attractive, distinctive place to live with good accessibility to 
facilities'(Al) whereas the contaminated land stakeholders defined sustainability of a 
contaminated site as 'ensuring a site or a development is safe from a human health 
perspective'(CL4). The definitions appeared in most cases to reflect the professional 
capacity of the interviewees, another example being a Local Authority (LA) highways 
engineer who defined sustainability as 'havingfunctioning public transport service as 
well as a good network ofcycle ways andfootpaths(LAP 1). 
Of all the 41 interviewees, the vaguest answers were provided by developers and DC 
officers. DI stated 'it is a buzz word in my opinion, it means anything you want it to 
mean', and two developers (D8, D 10) provided a text book answer of 'better quality 
of life for everyone. D6 asserted the importance of the economic aspect of 
sustainability, stating 'people tend toforget that aproject to be sustainable also needs 
to make aprofit'. This finding is also in accordance with Ball (1999) who concluded 
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that developers did not have an understanding of what sustainability meant and how 
to operationalise it. The DC officers admitted to being unclear with regard to the 
meaning of sustainability, for example: 
'it is such a vague concept I'm not quite sure to be honest' (DC2). 
'sustainability I suppose is detennined by policies, but these are forever 
changing, for example up until recently we were pushing for additional car 
parking spaces on developments where as now this is deemed unsustainable 
and we are askingfor the exact opposite, so.. I don't think anyone can be sure 
ofwhat sustainability really is'(DC I). 
This different understanding of sustainability between the various stakeholders should 
not necessarily be viewed negatively. However, what should be recognised from the 
above is the need for decision makers to make their values and sustainability 
principles explicit before attempting to select sustainability indicators. This idea is 
also supported in the literature (Ukaga and Maser, 2004 and Section 2.1) but strangely 
not reflected in existing evaluation tools (Chapter 3). With regard to the lack of 
understanding of the meaning of the term by DC afid developers it also points out the 
potential purpose for the RAF to serve as a learning tool, especially when considering 
the central role these stakeholders have in the implementation of sustainability (see 
Figure 4.1). 
However, in order to try to avoid interviewees digressing and not considering the 
issue of sustainability at all, the Brundtland definition of sustainability was quoted by 
the author at each interview to provide a common focus. It also needs to be borne in 
mind that none of the stakeholders interviewed made a distinction between 
Brownfield and Greenfield development projects, regarding their role as influencing 
or evaluating sustainability in general. However, a finther line of questioning was 
undertaken with contaminated land stakeholders (CL 1-6) to understand the various 
aspects of sustainability relevant to the remediation process of BRP specifically. 
From the interviews it was established that the different stakeholder groups (see 
Figure 4.1) perceived themselves to have different levels of influence on the 
sustainability of a development and utilised different means to influence it. Overall, 
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developers and LA DC officers were perceived by all interviewees, including 
themselves, to have the greatest influence on the sustainability of a project (Figure 
4.1) even though it was these two groups who expressed the greatest uncertainty over 
the meaning of the term and also the means through which to achieve it: 
'all decisions pass by me so... yes I can say I have a big influence in making 
my development sustainable' (N). 
'I suppose we bring all consultees views together and have the task of 
negotiating with developers so we try our best to achieve as sustainable an 
outcome as possible' (DC 1). 
Other stakeholder groups felt that their level of influence was dependent on the extent 
and timing of the involvement permitted with regard to a development proposal. 
The private sector, including developer consultants, contractors and architects, felt 
that they could only make recommendations either through their designs or by 
proposing elements of sustainability best practice relevant to their field of expertise. 
However they all saw their influence as entirely dependent on whether or not 
developers decided to take on board their recommendations: 
'We often try to incorporate innovative ideas and best practice through our 
designs, for example green roofs, but it is all down to the developer and 
whether he is willing to pay that little extra or take the risk'(A 1). 
All private sector interviewees expressed the opinion that developers' decisions were 
based on profit margins rather than sustainability considerations. However, the private 
planning and sustainability consultants did perceive sustainability to be a growing 
issue with a lot of new planning guidance enabling the implementation of 
sustainability through their recommendations. 
'Things are changing with new policies on energy, recycling, open space, and 
we are increasingly able to say to divelopers, look unless you take 
sustainability seriously and make provisions, you are likely to have your 
permission refused(PCI). 
The importance of planning policies and the planning application process as a vehicle 
for implementing sustainability becomes apparent.. In fact LA interviewees felt that 
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they had influence on the sustainability of a proposed development, through the 
planning application consultations which they provided based on government 
planning guidance and policies, and through the recommendation of S 106 agreements. 
However, they all stated that theýextent of their influence was significantly dependent 
on DC and the consideration which they gave to their consultations: 
'I can make my recommendations in my consultation askingfor a S106for a 
green travel plan with public footpaths and cycle ways... the question is 
whether DC take any notice of it... this is if it doesn't get lost amongst the list 
of other things like school provisions or affordable housing which seem to 
always comefirst'(LAP I). 
LA interviewees also stated that the level of influence they had depended on how 
early they were involved in the application negotiations, stating that: 
'the earlier we are involved in discussions in the design process the better, 
once the application has been handed in there are very few things you can 
stipulate'(LAP2). 
All LA stakeholders felt that they had greater power to influence the sustainability of 
a development when they were partners in the process, as is the case in many part 
government funded initiatives. 
'You can have developers which hand applications in without consulting with 
us once, we strongly advise against this, but it still happens, in those cases 
there is not a lot you can do to improve sustainability'(DC 1). 
'In projects were we are partners or we have development agreements we 
have to work togetherfrom the beginning so we can have a bigger influence 
on how things are done.. we have more time and collaboration which is what 
you need'. (DC2) 
EIA was seen as an important tool for influencipg the sustainability of proposed 
developments by all interviewees: 
'through the mitigations proposed, you can improve the sustainability of the 
development, or at least reduce its impacts'(PC2). 
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DC, sustainability managers and private planning consultants mentioned the potential 
for influencing the sustainability of developments through the requirement of 
development Sustainability Assessments yet commented on their lack of clarity of the 
process and its enforcement implications: 
drecently we have been receiving requests to carry out sustainability 
assessments which are meant to cover all aspects of sustainability although 
not in the level ofdetail requiredfor an EIA, there is no guidance on this and I 
suppose every consultant has their own method(PC3). 
The new indirect opportunity to influence the sustainability of proposed developments 
through the SEA of development plans such and Supplementary Planning Guidance, 
which would ensure the sustainability of policies and thus could influence the 
planning application decisions at the DC level (S&tion 2.3). However, concern was 
expressed from LAs that they lacked understanding of how to undertake the process 
due to its novelty. 
'Its crazy at the moment, we are having to prepare SEA and SA and no one is 
quite sure how to do it... will it improve the sustainability of policies and 
therefore of developments?... you won't mind me being cynical... but it seems 
like yet another bureaucratic exercise to me at the moment'(P3). 
'With SA in theory we should be able to ensure that policies are sustainable, 
I'm not quite sure how that's going to work in practice though, we have just 
contracted our ones out to consultants'(P2). 
Building Regulations were seen as a potential vehicle to implement sustainability as 
they set the legal requirements to achieve adequate standards for the construction of 
buildings and set down the minimum standards for requirements like drainage, waste 
disposal, fire safety, conservation of fuel and power and disabled access. Dair and 
Williams (2004) stated that Building Control inspectors did not have the capacity to 
recommend more sustainable measures than those cited in the regulations, and that the 
inspectors saw their role as ensuring that the minimum standards were met. The BC 
officer interviewed stated: 
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'Building Regulations as of recently incorporate some aspects of energy 
efficiency but they are by no means pushing the boundaries of building 
perfomance sustainability.. they do have the capacity to be influential. 
This is in line with the views expressed in the Select Committee on Environmental 
Audit 5h Report (2005) as well as Friends of the Earth (2004) requirement for closer 
monitoring of building regulation implementation and tighter environmental 
standards. 
Regulations were seen as playing an important role with regard to contaminated land. 
However, it was emphasised by all CL interviewees that sustainability in its broader 
sense was not considered. 
'We base our assessments and make specifications based on regulations and 
planning policy which only address the issue ofsafety with regard to pollution 
(CL4). 
I We don't have the power to stipulate which remediation strategy is 
undertaken, only the acceptable contaminant levels'(CL1). 
Again the conclusion regarding the inability to enforce best practice and sustainability 
considerations which were not required by the regulations was a central finding in 
Dair and Williams (2004). 
Finally, community strategies and LA21 were not mentioned by any of the 
interviewees as vehicles for implementing sustainability, which confirms Evans and 
Theobold's (2002) suggestion that community strategies are too broad to be translated 
into action and implemented. In conclusion, it seems that the most influential 
processes to implement sustainability at the development level were policies, the use 
of S106 agreements and the regulations; however, the latter were not seen to be 
stringent enough regarding sustainability issues and this limited their capacity to make 
a difference. 
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4.3. The nature and extent of long-term sustainability 
monitoring of BRP 
Chapters 2 and 3 established that despite the variety of sustainability evaluation tools, 
their capacity for long-ten-n monitoring of developments and extent of use is unclear. 
Therefore, interviewees were questioned about whether they undertook long-terrn 
sustainability monitoring and which methods they used (See Appendix 3). As 
described in Section 4.1.2 the interviews were preceded by the NDS, the results of 
both are presented below. Evaluation methods have been divided into two categories: 
long-terrn monitoring, which refers to sustainability evaluation throughout the BRP 
life cycle (Section 4.3) and sustainability assessment which refers to one off 
evaluations mainly carried out at the planning and design period (Figure 1.1) 
examined in Section 4.4. 
In the NDS developers were asked whether they monitored the long-ten-n 
sustainability of their developments (see Figure 4.2) which was followed by an open 
ended question of 'if yes, what is your preferred way of monitoring? '. Figure 4.2 
shows that half the developers who responded had never carried out long-term 
sustainability monitoring and only 17% claimed to always do so. 
Figure 4.2 Percentage of developers carrying out long-term sustainability monitoring 
Do you monitor the sustainability of your brownfield developments from 
the start of the project through to completion? 
17% 
(3 Always 
n Frequently 
13% 50% o Occasionally 
o Sometimes 
%m 
Ne\er/not so far 
14% 
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The answers obtained from the open ended question are very interesting and are 
summarised in Table 4.3, and as can be noted do not necessarily make reference to 
sustainability monitoring at all! Developers' survey responses with regard to the types 
of monitoring they employed were unclear. In fact, many developers did not specify 
the type of monitoring or provided responses ranging from cost control to the 
employment of independent consultants which potentially indicated a lack of 
understanding of what the question was referring to. 
From follow-up interviews with 10 developers (see Table 4.1), it was established that 
they conduct a lot of monitoring of aspects such as output deliverables, cost control 
and market research as part of their project management. However, what was also 
clear from their answers was that there was an overall lack of understanding of the 
phrase 'long-term sustainability monitoring'. 
'We monitor all our operations closely, looking at cost control, return on 
investment, quality control, safety audits I could spend all day listing all the 
monitoring we do'(D 10). 
'We carry out monitoring post completion, we conduct surveys to house 
buyers to establish their satisfaction with the property'(W). 
'A couple of L4 have asked us to cany out Bat surveys prior and post 
development completion so I guess . that counts as sustainability 
monitoring'(D2). 
Three developers also mentioned having to carry out monitoring for government 
funded initiatives, which only lasted until project completion and mostly involved 
output monitoring on money spent and what was delivered in a specific period of 
time. 
, We undertake annual monitoring for the ýIillennium Communities project, 
but I don't know if you would call it sustainability monitoring, it is more 
reporting on spending and resulting outputs'(D6). 
One developer stated that: 
gas a company we monitor our operations using indicators for Social 
Corporate Responsibility'(D3). 
III 
However, a review of their indicators'8 identified limited relevance to development 
scale sustainability, which raises questions with regard to tile capacity of' Corporate 
Social Responsibility or EMS utilised by large corporations to actually have an effect 
on ground operations, as in this case. For example, what is the value of an EMS for a 
developer company, which monitors its environmental performance with regard to its 
office paper consumption rather than the environmental performance of their key 
operations which are the buildings they are developing? 
Table 4.3 Methods developers use for sustainability long-term monitoring 
Monftoring methods described Grand total % 
Consultant / independent monitoring 23 
Cost control 2 
General approach / no detail 8 
Measurement against indicators 4 
No response 46 
Sampling / surveys 8 
Site visits / inspections 4 
Variious methods 4 
From the survey results a difference (although not statistically significant), can be 
noted between commercial and housebuilder developers, with a greater percentage of 
commercial developers having carried out long-ten'n sustainability monitoring (Figure 
4.3). 
Figure 4.3. Difference in percentage between commercial and housebuilder developers 
carrying out long-term sustainability monitoring 
Percentage of developers claiming to monitor the 
long term sustainability of developments 
100% 
80% 42.9% 
60% 
66.7% 
Wkwo" m Monitor 
40% o Do not monitor 
57.1% 
20% 33.3% 
0% 
Commercial developer Housebuilder 
3' The review of their Corporate Social Responsibility indicators on the developers website was 
conducted by the author, the indicators were very broad for example % ofannual completions on 
brownfield sites. 
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Insight into why this may be happening was provided by one developer, involved in 
the construction of both commercial and housing developments, who stated: 
'it's is much easier to monitor the environmental performance offor example 
one large retail or industrial unit, you can have installed a Building 
Performance Management (BMS) system, and have someone in charge of it, 
you can't really do that to sayfor example 100 housing units it's much harder 
to control and I don't think individual homeowners are interested in 
monitoring their environmental performance'(D I). 
I 
No correlation was identified between the size of developers 39 and whether they carry 
out monitoring. 
LAs were asked whether they undertook, or required developers to carry out, post- 
development completion sustainability monitoring. The answers provided were very 
enlightening and uniform between different LA stakeholders. 
LA interviewees explained that they very rarely, if ever, conducted long-term 
monitoring at the development level, although some expanded on the methods 
through which they could require monitoring from developers: 
'Currently the only method available to ask developers to undertake post- 
monitoring is through the use of S. 106 agreements, which has only recently 
started to be applied in this context'(DCI). 
9 you see more and more long-term monitoring being secured through S106 
requesting monitoringfor Green Travel Plans'(LPA 1). 
As confirmed by the private planning consultant interviewees, and admitted by LA; 
'monitoring during the construction phase of developments, mostly with 
regards to noise, traffic and air quality issues are increasing although this 
usually involves contractors or certifiers preparing the reports which are then 
submitted to LA'(PC 1). 
39 Developer size refers to the annual rate of unit completions. 
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LA interviewees also mentioned the possibility of utilising EIA in combination with 
S106 agreements to secure post-development monitoring of the success of particular 
mitigation measures proposed. Examples provided were three year monitoring plans 
examining the success of habitat and species translocations and the Green Travel 
plans. However, none of the LAs or private consultants interviewed were aware of 
post-monitoring requirements ever extending further than five years post development 
completion and all expressed the difficulty of enforcing such measures (see Section 
4.6). 
Long-term sustainability monitoring as a result of Building Regulations was not 
commented upon, apart from the building control officer who stated: 
'we very rarely if ever monitor on site, we just don't have the capacity to do 
that, what we do require though are performance certificates, which are 
verified by independent assessors orfor example the NHBC'(BC). 
With regard to long-term sustainability monitoring, all LA policy and sustainability 
officers mentioned the increased profile of monitoring as a result of the changes in 
planning and requirements for SA and SEA, Annual Monitoring Report (AMR), 
Community Strategy (CS) monitoring (see Section 2.3). However, it was not clear to 
the interviewees how these monitoring requirements affected the development level. 
A quote which nicely summarises the points made is: 
cup until now monitoring was never a priority, and never undertaken in a 
structured manner thus usually resulting in it not being done... now with the 
new SEA regulations we are required to undertake extensive monitoring, the 
resourcesfor which we don't have... someone is going to have tofoot the bill 
and developers are the most probable candidate... how we are going to 
achieve that we are still unsure of it is still early days'(S2). 
Although LA interviewees predicted that there was going to be change in the near 
future with regard to the extent and nature of sustainability monitoring required for 
developments, they did express their concerns over the lack of knowledge or guidance 
on how that was to be achieved. Of the LA officers interviewed with current 
monitoring responsibilities, they all noted that although there was a lot of monitoring 
being carried out, it mainly involved collecting data stipulated by government and that 
this information was rarely utilised internally or analysed for local context decision 
making. For example PI stated: 
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'myjob is quite frustrating at the moment itfeels like I'm gathering datafor 
ODPM the whole time, and its not like this information is ever usedfor local 
decision making(PI). 
With regard to long-term contamination monitoring, the picture was no different. CL 
interviewees explained how no long-term contamination monitoring was undertaken 
post development sign-off. LAs only monitored sites which had landfill or radon gas 
issues. They stipulated that according to Regulations they only had the powers to 
enforce contamination monitoring for one year after appropriate contaminant levels 
had been reached, at which point they had to sign-off developments thus losing all 
powers to enforce any fin-ther monitoring. In the words of one Envirom-nental Health 
officer: 
'ourjob is to ensure that the development is safe at the time of completion, 
after that there is very little we can do'(CL6). 
CL interviewees were questioned about whether they felt that this approach harboured 
risks especially with regard to barrier and containment remediation techniques when 
taking into account climate change. All CL interviewees felt that the current approach 
involved future risks: 
'there is a huge gap in knowledge as to the behaviour of barrier and 
containment remediation methods post ten years. We are walking into this 
with our eyes closed especially seeing the popularity of these methods as dig 
and dump is no longer an option. This is something which needs to be 
addressed at the higher levels ofpolicy as . currently at a L4 level we do not 
have the enforcement powers to make request for long-term post- 
moniforing'(CL5). 
This lack of knowledge was also commented upon by the NHBC which provides 10- 
year insurance cover for brownfield sites, yet the problems of actually monitoring 
post development completion were also stressed: 
'People don't want contamination monitoring gauges in their gardens, there 
would have to be a considerable cultural shift with regards to risk 
management and acceptance for such practices to be implemented. 
In conclusion, very little is occurring in terms of long-term monitoring both with 
regards to sustainability and contamination at -a site level. However, changes 
occurring through the planning system indicate'that monitoring is becoming a 
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pressing priority. The task now is to relate the new information being generated at the 
higher levels, such as SEA monitoring to development scale decision making and vice 
versa. 
4.4. The nature and extent of sustainability assessment of 
BRP 
Following the above results which revealed a general lack of sustainability monitoring 
as well as confusion about the meaning of sustainability monitoring, it was considered 
appropriate to question interviewees about which methods they currently employed to 
assess the sustainability of development projects. The range of different methods 
interviewees were aware of, or personally employed, were the following: 
uUnstructured assessment of development proposals against government policy and 
guidance. 
-Environmental Impact Assessments. 
oSustainability Assessments. 
mLA sustainability checklists. 
-SEEDA sustainability checklist. 
-English Partnerships sustainability criteria for funded developments. 
-EcoHomes and BREEAM. 
The most common method used to assess the sustainability of development proposals 
identified by all LA and private consultant interviewees was the use of policies and 
government planning guidance. However, all commented on the random and 
unstructured manner with which this was occurring. DC officers in particular 
expressed their concern with regard to the constant flow of new guidance and stated 
that: 
I it filters through the system and eventually reaches us, but there is such a 
range of issues to consider with no structured process to make decisions and 
invariably there need to be trade-offs of thq nature of new employment units 
verses loss ofgreen space '(DC 1). 
'There are trade-offs you cant do everything, developing sustainably is not like 
following a recipe, you can be in line with policies and it could still go awfully 
wrong'(P5). 
116 
These fmdings are compatible with the literature. The role of planning and the 
development control process as a mediator with regard to the different uses of land 
and in implementing sustainability, through a process of trade-offs, is recognised in 
Owens and Cowell (2002). The power and significant role DC officers have as well as 
the challenges they face, often having to use judgement and intuition when making 
these trade-offs is also emphasised in Dair and Williams (2004). 
Many of the interviewees talked of a mental checklist built up over years of 
experience which included the different things they needed to consider when 
assessing a development application: 
'Its not like I have a written checklist which I go through, it's in my mind, 
there are standard things I need to check for all proposals and then others 
according to circumstances, I guess you learn these th ings with time' (N). 
As discussed in Sections 2.3 and 4.2, EIA is another form of assessment being 
requested by LA for large developments although by definition it has been designed 
to consider mainly environmental aspects. However, private planning consultants 
interviewed stated that they were increasingly being asked to undertake socio- 
economic impact assessments and to include them in the EIS: 
'Often in the LI scoping reviews we are getting requests for socio-economic 
impact assessments, you could argue and say that EIA is an environmental 
assessment, but we hardly ever do, if the LA requires one, they get it.. anyway 
its usually the section where the most positive impacts can be presented like 
newjobs, regeneration etc'(PC2). 
The new potential for LAs to request sustainability assessments from larger 
developments was mentioned by some LA interviewees and private planning 
consultants. Consultants claimed a large increase in the demand for such assessments 
in the past two years. However, out of the five. LAs interviewed, only one had 
experience of requiring such assessments. The LA officer involved in reviewing the 
sustainability assessment reports commented on their subjectivity and lack of data and 
research based evidence which informed the opinions expressed in the reports: 
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'I'm not convinced of their value really, we have started askingfor them but 
they read more like promotional documents than assessments, they do not 
have any real structure or criteria which they base the assessment on'(S 1). 
In Section 2.3 the potential for LAs to develop their own sustainability checklists was 
discussed. Only one of the LA interviewees had recently gone through a process of 
developing such a checklist, which consisted of a number of questions for developers 
to answer, with the aim of creating a basis for discussion between the LA and 
developers. However, the responsible sustainability manager expressed concerns as it 
was felt that the success of this checklist depended on the extent to which the DC 
section of the LA would utilise it and insist upon its consideration by developers: 
'Although we developed the checklist and it has been adopted and is a 
material consideration, the problem is get(ing DC to use it, I am not there 
when they have the negotiations with the developer so I don't have the means 
of making them use it. What is needed is DC retraining in sustainability, some 
off them are still stuck in the days were planning is all about car parking 
provision! '(SI). 
However, maybe the quality of these locally developed checklists is an issue. One 
developer interviewed who had recently been asked to consider the specific LA 
checklist commented: 'this is not a checklist but a wish list' (D2). 
One of the most potentially relevant tools reviewed in Chapter 3 was the SEEDA 
checklist. Interestingly, over two-thirds of the LA interviewees had heard of the 
SEEDA checklist and described it as a good way forward towards providing a 
structured process for the sustainability assessment bf development proposals: 
'I've heard of this checklist and apparently it also makes reference to 
policies... we have never used it though(DC2). 
In fact none of the interviewees had experience of using the checklist themselves, as 
they were not in the South East of England Region. However, when interviewing the 
tool developers and managers, it was established that the SEEDA checklist is 
primarily developed to aid LA and developer's decision making with regard to 
planning applications. 
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'Best practice and the new benchmarks of the checklist purposely make 
reference to planning policy and government guidance to enable planners to 
link the checklist to application decision making'(TDI). 
'There are plans to roll out the checklist across all regions... we know it has 
limitations, and a revised version is in the process of being developed (TD2). 
'To be honest we are not sure the extent to which this checklist is being used, 
we know of afew cases where it has, mainly. in development projects which we 
have beenpartners in ... but you see it isfree, and it is up to LA if they use it or 
not'(TDI). 
Intriguingly, nine out of the ten developers interviewed mentioned undertaking 
sustainability assessments when carrying out development projects in partnership with 
public bodies, based on the criteria of funders such as English Partnerships which 
also included requirements to achieve BREEAM40' or EcoHomes certification. These 
two tools were not reviewed in Chapter 3; they consist of building envirom-nental 
performance assessments and their tool developers were interviewed. The tool 
developers pointed out that the assessment criteria are not publicly available, and the 
use of certified BREEAM assessors is made to conduct the assessments on a fee basis. 
They also pointed out that certification could be oýtained on the basis of the designs 
and that development inspection was not necessary. In the National Developer 
Survey, developers were questioned on the percentage of their new developments for 
which they aim to obtain at least a BREEAM or EcoHomes (pass) rating (see Figure 
4.4). 
40 Building Research Establishment Envirom-nental Assessment Method (BREEAM) 
www. bre. co. uk/services/BREEAM and EcoHomes. htm 
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Figure 4.4. The difference in house builder and commercial developers proportion of 
new developments aimed to achieve at least a BREEAM standard 
In what proportion of new development do you aim to 
achieve at least the minimum BREEAM (PASS) standard? 
9 
100% 
7 .9 ill 
9 
80% 
49 
15 
46.7 
Li 100% 
75%-99% 
60% 50%-74% 
20.6 m25%-49% 
40% - I" II Ei 
10%-24% 
1%-9% 
20% 
23.3 n none 
0% o don't know 
housebuilders Commercial 
From the survey it was established that 70% of commercial developers and 37% of' 
housebuilders aim to obtain some BREEAM certificates for their new developments. 
In fact, some LA interviewees mentioned the efforts being made to include policies in 
their new LDF requiring developers to undertake BREEAM and F. coHomes 
assessments as standard practice. However, all LA sustainability and policy officers 
recognised the limitations of these two assessments only focused on building 
performance and addressing wider socio-economic issues: 
'BREEAM and EcoHomes are building assessmenis and do nol address wider 
sustainability issues... they are widely used however and it's better than a hole 
in the head. '(S2). 
Architects interviewed claimed that although they knew of the BREEAM standards 
they did not find them useful: 
'BREEAM really isn't, for architects- it is not like vve have a checklist which 
can guide our design, what we use is CABE best practice guidance instead' 
(A 2). 
Reservations regarding the transparency of the BREEAM and Ecol-lornes tools were 
expressed by a number of interviewees: 
'I know people rave on about BREFAM and EcoHomes and the talk about 
including them in the plan, I have a serious issue though qI'developing a local 
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policy which requires you to hand money to a private company to carry out 
assessments which you cannot even check the results yourself, I think its 
unacceptable'(P4). 
'You can askfor a BREEAM certificate of Very Goodfor your development, 
but the truth o the matter is, you do not have the possibility or the capacity as )f 
a LA to confirm the validity to verify those results'(S 1). 
This issue of transparency was identified as a key element of good participatory 
decision making in Section 2.5. It was also identified in Chapter 3 that the majority of 
reviewed tools were not transparent and therefore were deemed inappropriate for the 
purposes of the RAF. Concern over the transparency of evaluation processes was 
evident from the interviews and will thus be considered as a key specification of the 
RAF. 
From the survey results obtained for the BREEAM question (see Figure 4.4 and 
Appendix 3), insight is also provided with regard to the long-term monitoring results 
(Section 4.2). Commercial and house-builder developers claiming to undertake long- 
term monitoring were more likely to be carrying out EcoHomes and BREEAM 
assessments. Pearson's statistical tests for correlation were carried out between the 
variables of whether developers carry out long-term sustainability monitoring and 
whether they obtain BREEAM certification, and interestingly a significant correlation 
at 95% was identified (Pearson's correlation coefficient 0.262978 for housebuilders 
carrying out EcoHomes and 0.437879 for commercial developers carrying out 
BREEAM). This finding can be interpreted in more than one way. It could be argued 
that developers carrying out EcoHomes or BREEAM may generally be more 
environmentally proactive and therefore may also -carry out long-term sustainability 
monitoring. However, based on all the results, it is the author's belief that, due to the 
lack of understanding of the term long-term sustainability monitoring, developers who 
claimed to be monitoring in the survey were probably referring to the BREEAM 
assessments. In fact the most common method of monitoring proposed (see Table 4.3) 
was the use of independent consultants, which could correspond to the BREEAM or 
EcoHomes assessors. 
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Interestingly, the difference between the percentage of commercial developers and 
housebuilders claiming to monitor and undertake corresponds to those claiming to 
undertake BREEAM assessment (see Figures 4.3 and 4.4). When questioned, the 
BREEAM tool manager explained that BREEAM had been available on the market 
longer and justified the different usage on this basis. However, one developer stated: 
'BREEAM is starting to be askedfor especiallyfor industrial units, I think the 
large potential savings from reduced energy bills makes this certification 
something buyers lookfor, I don't think it has the same impactfor homes'. D3. 
With regard to sustainability assessments of remediation strategies contaminated land 
professionals were questioned more specifically regarding their practices. As 
mentioned in Section 4.1, remediation strategies are not assessed according to 
sustainability criteria as there is no government guidance or regulations stipulating 
such practice (see Chapter 3). 
'The choice of remediation technology is down to the developer we can't 
stipulate one over another in particular on environmentally friendliness 
criteria'(CLI). 
However, similar codes of practice which were considered when designing a 
remediation strategy were proposed by a number of the interviewees. One stated: 
&as a general rule of thumb when designing a remediation strategy we 
try to keep the problem [referring to contamination] on site; 
-handle as much aspossible materials on site, and 
Etry and keep treatment as close to the site aspossible 
the decision however is up to the developer, and as sustainability is not part 
of the equation, factors like cost and timing are much more important(CIA). 
Remediation contractors interviewed mentioned generally that such practice was 
entirely dependent on the economic feasibility of the operations as well as the timing 
of the operations. One contractor provided the following example: 
'there have been cases were natural attenuation was a much cheaper and 
more environmentallyfriendly optionfor the developer, still they wentfor dig 
and dump because the timeframes were not appropriate'(CL2). 
122 
This finding is in line with Dair and Williams (2004) who identified that practicality 
issues were the key factors influencing developers' decision making with regards to 
development sustainability practice. 
CL interviewees were questioned about whether they felt a remediation sustainability 
assessment tool would be useful for them to assess the sustainability of their 
strategies. Responses differed: 
'Our job is highly technical and site specific I don't think you can have a 
checklist which you could score the sustainability of your reclamation 
process'(CL6). 
Ut would be useful to have more clear guidance and some criteria, but it 
would always have to be tailored according to site conditions' (CU). 
you can't have a computer model which will tell you this is the most 
sustainable option to have on site, it depends on a number offactors such as 
money, time and skills. I think the human factor is very important and I don't 
think computer models can simulate this'(CLI). 
The above findings reinforce the arguments made in the literature (see Chapter 2) 
regarding the need for a variation of factors to be considered when deciding or 
assessing a remediation. strategy, as well as the need for legislation stipulating the 
consideration of sustainability issues. There was fio unanimous agreement between 
interviewees with regard to the need for a remediation sustainability tool. However, 
what was confirmed was the need for a context specific assessment which takes into 
account different variables, as well as fiirther information and guidance on the issue 
of sustainable remediation. 
In conclusion, despite the plethora of sustainability assessment tools identified in 
Chapter 3, there seems to be very limited knowledge and uptake in the development 
industry. BREEAM and EcoHomes appear to be the most established and recognised 
by LA and developers, although they are criticised amongst other things for their lack 
of transparency. Long-term sustainability monitoring with regard to contamination is 
simply not happening. On the whole it seems that sustainability assessments and 
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monitoring being carried out are done in an. unstructured manner based on 
government policy and guidance, something viewed negatively by most interviewees. 
4.5. The perceived benefits and drivers for BRP sustainability 
assessment and monitoring 
Stakeholders were questioned on their perceived benefits and drivers for development 
sustainability monitoring and assessment. However; it needs to be clarified that in the 
answers provided below interviewees were not referring to a particular existing tool or 
evaluation practice. They were talking generically and thus their answers can be 
assumed to imply what they would ideally wish from an evaluation tool. Answers 
obtained across stakeholders were similar and have been summarised in Tables 4.4 
and 4.5. However, caution is advised when interpreting these results as a small 
number of stakeholders expressing a particular benefit, for example, does not 
necessarily imply that other stakeholders did not perceive this particular point as a 
benefit. Logistical issues may have influenced the results such as shorter length 
intervieWS41 , coupled by the fact that seven of the 
developer interviews were 
undertaken by a different researcher 42 who may not have probed to the same extent as 
the author did with other stakeholders. 
4.5.1 Developer drivers to undertake sustainability monitoring and 
assessment 
Drivers for the adoption of development sustainability monitoring and assessments 
were only put forward by developers. Interestingly 9 out of the 10 developers stated 
that they saw themselves undertaking sustainability monitoring within the next few 
years, with three developers drawing the parallel between the status of sustainability 
monitoring today and health and safety monitoring ten years ago: 
'It is going to become mainstream... we are all going to have to do it.. 
sustainability monitoring today is like health and safety requirements ten- 
ffleen years ago... you can choose whether to be proactive and be at the 
41 Some interviewees could not devote more than 40 minutes to the interviews, although the majority of 
interviews lasted 90mýinutes. 
42 BRP interviews were carried out in conjunction with CEM as part of the SUBRAM research 
consortium. The author questioned some of her intcrviewees relevant questions for CEM and vice versa 
(See Chapter I). 
124 
forefront or to put your head in the sand hoping it will go away.. but it won't 
the same way the health and safety stuffdidn't' (N). 
This is in line with the literature which often draws a parallel regarding EMS and their 
increase in popularity in relation to past trends in quality as well as health and safety 
management systems, which have now become main stream (Ofori et al, 2002). 
All developers identified policy and changing regulations as being the major driver, 
and examples were provided with regard to the new more demanding energy 
efficiency building regulations: 
'this is a typical situation of the stick vs carrot approach, I think the 
government has tried the carrot approach putting incentives and special 
grants but I'm not convinced how successful they have been, so I think the 
stick is next' (D5). 
Market pressure was seen by three developers to be a driver, but not as strong as the 
regulations. In the words of one developer: 
'Energy ratings for homes is a good example, we are all doing it now and 
customers start asking for them, I don't think though it is a decisive factor 
when buying a property, investing more in ajancy kitchen is more likely to get 
you a sale than ifyou invested in making the place energy efficient... I think 
this is a problem because unless customers start demanding sustainability and 
demonstrating it with their purchase choices market demand will not become 
a significant driver'(D 1). 
Some important conclusions with regard to the RAF can now be drawn. Market 
demand was not seen as an important driver to assess and monitor long-term 
sustainability in relation to policy and regulations. This indicates that the RAF should 
focus attention on the regulatory and planning aspects rather than trying to develop 
into a rating system appealing for end user consideration such as BREEAM, or 
EcoHomes. 
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4.5.2 Perceived benefits of sustainability monitoring 
This information was obtained after making interviewees think of an ideal 
sustainability assessment and monitoring tool and asking them to state what perceived 
benefits this tool would have as well as what function it should ideally fulfil. This 
information ultimately guides the refinement of the RAF into a process which the 
BRP interviewees want. 
One of the main benefits and subsequent functions of long-term monitoring was seen 
as the provision of information and feedback with regard to the sustainability of 
projects. A developer stated: 
'it would be interesting to know if some the new environmental technologies 
actually work'(D8). 
LA interviewees saw the value of monitoring and information feedback in terms of 
obtaining an understanding of whether and how policies worked on the ground. 
6we monitor a lot of things, but it isfor government, and the results don't give 
you direcifeedback regarding policy impacts on the development scale, so in 
fact we don't know ifa particular policy is a good one or a bad one'(PI). 
'such. a process[Iong-tem sustainability monitoring] would provide feedback 
and realism to new measures being implemented andpolicy requirements, for 
example like the installation of wind turbines adjacent to housing; related to 
the renewable energy provision policies (PC3)'. 
A LA sustainability manager emphasised the value and need for monitoring feedback 
information stating: 
'such an approach will help stop the branding of policies and measures as 
inherently sustainable, such as brownfield redevelopment'. 
LA policy officers more specifically expressed the benefit of monitoring information 
serving as a link between SEA, SA and EIA something which has been identified as 
lacking in the literature (Therivel, 2004; Sheate et al, 2005; Sheate, 2002). The 
benefits of monitoring serving as information feedback mechanisms were also 
emphasised by the architects interviewed. 
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dwe can design things to the best of our abilities and with good intentions 
using best practice guides, however we very rarely get anyfeedback as to how 
our design performed with regard to aspects like liveability and quality of 
life'(Al). 
'Something could be inherently wrong with our designs and we wouldn't 
know... we don't live in the developments, this lack offeedback could be 
resulting in perpetuating badpractice' (M). 
A different benefit perceived by interviewees (Table 4.4) resulting from long-term 
monitoring, albeit more procedurally related, was seen as its implication of forcing 
people to think about long-term impacts and to take responsibility for them. Many 
interviewees including developers themselves commented on the 'build and forget it' 
culture of the development industry. 
'such aprocess of a long-term monitoring strategy can helpfocus the mind on 
the truly important issues, as you cant monýtOr everything as well as embed a 
sense of responsibility in the current build and forget culture of the 
development industry' (CL6). 
S when undergoing the planning application process everyone is in such a rush 
to process things that you canforget to look at the biggerpicture and consider 
that the development is going to be aroundfor at least the next fifty years.. 
devising a long-term monitoring strategy could help all those involved to think 
about long-term impacts and take responsibilityfor them'(DC 1). 
Based on the above, two important perceived benefits emerge which help define the 
purpose of the RAF evaluation. Firstly, the RAF could serve the purpose of providing 
feedback information on developments, with the aim of improving future practice as 
well as policies. Secondly, the RAF was seen as beneficial in that it could enable a 
more responsible approach to development which takes into account long-term 
impacts. 
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4.5.3 Perceived benefits of sustainability assessments. 
The lack of a structured process to assess the sustainability of development projects 
was identified as an issue in Section 4.4. It was thus no surprise that all interviewees 
expressed the major benefit of having sustainability assessment, referring in particular 
to the planning and design phase of development, as: 
'the provision of a structuredprocess to enable the assessment of the merits of 
a development proposal, as well as a platform to agree on planning 
obligations (DC2)'(Table 4.3). 
cyou never know what you are going to be asked for when submitting an 
application, what would be very helpful is to have a structured and 
transparent andfairprocess ofdetermining applications' (W). 
'having a robust structured sustainability assessment would help mitigate 
against the ambiguity involved in planning decision making. ' (PC2). 
Many interviewees, when commenting on the importance and the benefits which they 
would wish to occur as a result of an ideal sustainability assessment process, saw as a 
key role the enabling of discussions and negotiations. This is in line with Carley and 
Cristie (1992), who comment on the issue of lack of communication within LA. 
Interviewees both public and private proposed that one of the benefits of carrying out 
a sustainability assessment would be to enabk discussions between LA and 
developers to be carried out on a clearly defined basis. It was also seen that such a 
process would provide greater clarity with regard to the actual definition of 
sustainability and of ways to implement it (Table 4.5): 
'By having a structured sustainability assessment, it implies defining the 
elements ofsustainability, which at the moment to befrank are not clear(D 1). 
The above also indicates that structure is key element which should be considered in 
the RAF final design. 
A final benefit perceived mainly by LA interviewees (Table 4.5) was that by carrying 
out a structured sustainability assessment early on in the application and design phase 
of a development, there was a greater opportunity to recommend and enforce 
measures to improve the sustainability of a development. 
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'The main benefit I suppose is that sustainability will be improved(P3). 
'If you manage to undertake the sustainability assessment early on in the 
design process you have the opportunity to propose or enforce alternatives 
and mitigation measures to improve the sustainability, which is the ultimate 
goal after all, '(S2). 
Early involvement and assessment is a widely acknowledged prerequisite for carrying 
out a successful EIA (Glasson, 2005; Weston, 2000) and SEA (Therivel, 2004). The 
need for early assessment was emphasised by a number of interviewees, mainly from 
the LA and was justified by the feeling that LAs had limited enforcement powers once 
development approval had been granted: 
'Once it's built what can you do you can't knock it down can you? (P5)'. 
'Once planning permission has been granted apartfrom building control there 
is not a lot of regulation so you have no power to change things, a 
sustainability assessment needs to be at the design phase if it is to improve 
sustainability'(S 1). 
Unsurprisingly this was not a benefit mentioned by any of the developers interviewed. 
Thus, the benefits of sustainability assessments were seen as ultimately improving the 
sustainability of developments, on the proviso that assessments could be carried out in 
the design phase of developments. Importantly interviewees felt that sustainability 
assessments should serve as framework for structured consideration of the various 
sustainability issues with the benefit of improving communication and facilitating 
decision making. These findings have clear implications for the RAF refinement and 
should be reflected in the processes design and specifications (see Section 4.7). 
4.6. Barriers to adoption and limitations of sustainability 
monitoring and assessment 
This section begins by describing the barriers to the adoption of sustainability 
monitoring and existing sustainability assessment tools which were perceived by 
interviewees (Section 4.6.1, Table 4.6). A number of the different procedural and tool 
limitations have been mentioned already but all points are summarised in Section 
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4.6.2 and 4.6.3 (Tables 4.7 and 4.8). Only the main limitations and barriers are 
expanded on in this section to provide a basis on which to frame the context on which 
recommendations were proposed by the interviewees. These recommendations then 
form the basis for the development of the RAF practical specifications (Section 4.7) 
and final design. 
4.6.1. Barriers to adoption of sustainability assessment and 
monitoring 
One of the main barriers to the adoption of sustainability monitoring and assessment 
practices identified by the vast majority of interviewees and in particular developers 
was the lack of an understanding of the meaning of sustainability, especially with 
regard to its applied context in the development industry. This issue is also evident 
from Section 4.2 where it was identified that different stakeholders had different 
definitions and perceptions as to what sustainability meant. One tool developer stated: 
'it is very dijficult to measure something's performance when there is no 
agreement what it is your measuring' (TD3). 
Three out of ten developers argued there was a lack of market demand and 
understanding of the evaluation results, by consumers and LAs, with developer D6 
claiming: 
'at the moment it is us which have to educate them and tell them what it means 
to have an excellent BREEAM rating, not the other way around. 
The lack of understanding of sustainability was also considered in conjunction with 
the lack of skills or knowledge with regard to sustainability assessment and 
implementation processes expressed by LA and emphasised by all sustainability 
assessment tool developers interviewed (Table 4.6). Based on their experiences of 
trying to implement their own evaluation tools, tool developers stated that they found 
they had to spend a lot of time explaining the tools and the results obtained. 
ewe have spent a lot of time and effort which we hadn't accounted for just 
explaining to LA how the tool works, what they can gain from using it and 
what the results mean, to be honest there is an issue of re-education or 
training required in this field which was also pointed out in the Egan 
review[ODPM, 2004](TD5). 
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LAs appeared anxious about the steep learning curve they were required to move 
along due to the many changes in planning and the new sustainability requirements 
especially with regard to the implementation of the SEA Regulations. 
'People have got too many things to grapple with at the moment, planning is 
undergoing reform and sustainability seems to be at theforefront'(P5). 
'... at the moment we need to figure out SEA and SA and all the new 
monitoring requirements there is also the requirements for SCI and CS never 
mind the general planning reform... we are learning as we go along and I 
suppose that showy'(P2). 
One of the greatest barriers to the adoption of sustainability monitoring and 
assessment practices and contaminated land monitoring was the LA's perceived lack 
of enforcement powers (Table 4.6), in particular p9st-development completion. Both 
LA and Sustainability assessment tool developers argued that LA have very limited 
resources (Table 4-6) as well as time (Table 4.7) with the result that they can only 
undertake what is statutorily required of them. 
'As part of my job as a L4 officer I am required to undertake a number of 
tasks, which are in my job description... I am already very pressed for 
time ... so if I spend time assessing the. sustainability of developments 
something else won't get done which I won't be able tojustify(P5). 
'Unless sustainability assessment can be integrated within our existing 
processes we can'tjustify spending time or resources on it(P2). 
Furthermore, LA interviewees pointed out that, if sustainability assessment or 
monitoring requirements were not incorporated within planning policy or guidance, 
they could not reasonably be requested by developers in the form of S 106 agreements. 
Many of the LA and private consultants also suggested that of the known tools 
(excluding the SEEDA checklist) none were integrated or designed with the planning 
process in mind. 
'if there is no planning policy stating that developments should undergo 
formal sustainability assessments or that they should undertake monitoring, 
even ifwe did askfor a Sl 06 agreement it would go to appeal andfail'(DC 1). 
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This issue was of particular pertinence for contamination long-term monitoring, The 
CL interviewees pointed out the potentially large cost involved with such operations 
which could not reasonably be required unless -stipulated through planning and 
regulations. The significance of the lack of enforcement powers was also stated by 
developers themselves which elaborated on the 'build and forget it' culture of the 
development industry (Table 4.6). 
'at the moment there is no money in it, there is a needfor a stick approach 
which says you won't get planning permission unless you monitor, then we 
would all do it(D9). 
Some developers and LA interviewees as well as private consultants, pointed out the 
confusion which has been created by the plethora of available sustainability 
assessment tools. They indicated that their voluntary and developer-driven nature 
reduces the confidence that people have in them. Many of the interviewees were of 
the view that there was not a need for yet another tool, and this boldly put by a private 
sustainability consultant: 
'what we don't need is yet another unrecognised and unenforceable tool, what 
we do need isfor someone to make a decision as to which tool we are advised 
to use, whether it be SEEDA or BREEAM and EcoHomes or a combination of 
all three, and someone to devise a process of integrating these tools into the 
planning and development process'(PC3). - 
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4.6.2. Procedural limitations of sustainability assessment and 
monitoring 
With regard to the procedural limitations of sustainability assessments and 
monitoring, the main points have been outlined in Sections 4.2 to 4.7. Time 
restrictions and pressures were expressed by all public body interviewees, and this 
experience was also confirmed by the sustainability tool developers (Table 4.7). 
However, the greatest procedural limitation identified by 39 out of the 41 
interviewees was the lack of a structured process to carry out the sustainability 
assessments. Different justifications were provided by LA and developers, with 
developers and private consultants requiring a structured process for knowing what to 
base their designs and proposals on: 
'rather than decisions being made in void'(PC I). 
There is a needfor a level playingfield, at the moment you don't know what to 
expect, things change depending to which LA you liaise with'(D3). 
'this current unstructured approach to decision making takes time and time 
means money in this business'(D2). 
LA interviewees were more concerned with the lack of a structured sustainability 
assessment process being integrated within the planning process, perceiving a lack of 
informational links between SEA, SA and EIA: 
'there is plenty of monitoring going on for SEA, SA, AAM, the question is 
whether it actually informs decision making(P 1). 
All the above issues were thought to be intensified because of a lack of 
communication between stakeholders. According to the current planning process the 
different planning consultees are required to provide their written consultation via the 
DC officer who collates them. This process however, was criticised by LA 
interviewees for limiting communication: 
'it sometimes feels the right hand doesn't know what the left hand is doing 
and often you will find conj7icting consultations being provided within the 
same LA on a particular application'. (LAP2) 
This phenomenon is recognised in the literature (Owens and Cowell, 2001; Carley 
and Christie, 1992) although Susskind et al (2001) comment on the lack of research 
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efforts to examine the process through which environmental decision making is 
carried out. 
A problem in communication was expressed between LA and developers, but also 
within the private sector. 
'You will often get consultants which write their section of an EIS and 
propose mitigation measures without having taken into account what other 
consultants areproposing, it can allget quite messy sometimes' (PC 1). 
With regard to contaminated land issues, communicational difficulties which were 
attributed to time pressures were identified between the Environment Agency and the 
LA Environmental Health (EH) departments as well as between EH and DC. 
'Sometimes itfeels that we are-last on DCs list... you get applications about to 
be approved and we will come across them last minute only to point out that 
the site is most likely contaminated and requires a whole batch of testing... 
this causes delays and makes us very unpopular '(CL5). 
The lack of communication was also associated with the lack of ownership of existing 
monitoring information as emphasised by seven LA: officers. 
'each department may have an officer collecting data for their specific 
department and with regard to planning it is the policy officers which 
undertake the monitoring and write the monitoring reports. This results in 
them not being read as well as the duplication ofdata collected' (P4). 
Policy officers interviewed, who had monitoring duties, expressed concern that they 
were using valuable time collating data for higher level government purposes which 
they felt were not being utilised locally (see Section 4-3). An example provided, 
relevant to Brownfield regeneration, was the data collation for the Government's 
National Land Use Database which involved a lot of officers' time but which was 
seen as being irrelevant to development or local level decision making. 
4.6.3. Limitations of existing sustainability assessment tools and 
monitoring practices 
Finally, a number of limitations were identified with regard to the actual nature of 
current sustainability assessment tools and monitoring practices (Table 4.8). A 
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number of interviewees saw the current approach of existing tools which only address 
building performance and environmental issues as problematic. 
'Tools like BREEAM are good but they don't address the wider issues like 
regeneration, and a development is so much more than the actual building 
itsejr. ifyou rely on such tools I think you could end up loosing the bigger 
picture'(PO). 
This seemed to be of a particular issue to designers and architects: 
'from an architect's perspective I am interested in so much more than building 
performance, livability, quality of life, beauty... these are things which no 
model can assess... you need to assess each development in relation to its 
surrounding context(A3). 
Tool developers recognised that their tools mostly addressed environmental aspects. 
This approach was justified by one tool developer on the basis that: 
'because environmental aspects are much easier to measure and provide 
benchmarks for, you find a proliferation of environmental performance 
tools'(TD4). 
The inherent issue and difficulty of developing measurable benchmarks especially 
with regard to social issues was identified by 24 interviewees. 
The lack and need for sustainability indicators or assessment tools relevant to the 
local context was also highlighted. In fact, seven out of the ten developers (Table 4.8) 
stated the need for a context specific approach: 
'you can have simple straighýfbrward devOopments and very complex ones 
where you need to be innovative and creative and this should be reflected in 
assessments'(D6). 
, its impossible to create one universally applied index of sustainability 
because every development is different'(D9). 
'The scoring Mlem is too simple at the moment.. to the point it can be 
misleading... for example you can get brownie points for building on a 
brownfield site which doesn't actually reflect the sustainability of the 
development in itselr(D8). 
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However, a barrier to the adoption of a context specific approach was put forward by 
tool developers. 
'In any voluntary tool which you try and promote there needs to be a 
competitive edge otherwise the developer will not do it, at the end of the day 
what developers want is to have a certificate which states that their 
development is better than others, you cant do that unless you have 
standardised indicators(TD5). 
As discussed previously (Sections 4.2 and 4.3), the need for a context specific 
approach was also emphasised by all contamination relevant interviewees ( see Table 
4.1). They expressed the opinion that, should sustainability assessments of 
remediation proposals be undertaken, they would have to be on a case-by-case basis, 
the outcome of which would depend on the contaminants on the site, techniques 
proposed and development end use. 
Finally, thirteen interviewees criticised the current output approach to monitoring, by 
which the number of physical or tangible elements are monitored (for example the 
number of car parking spaces or number of bus shelters provided). This was attributed 
to the government and industry approach of measuring added value. 
'At the moment we are in a part government funded project and the 
monitoring we are required to do is all about how much money we spend and 
what we get in return, it's not about the positive effects to the lives of the 
people this money has had.. at the end of the year or coming up to elections 
the government needs to say.. I spent this much and I delivered this much so... 
5 schools, 3 new roads, 10 playgrounds... which explains really this out-put 
approach to monitoring ... its all about added value'(D6). 
Thus there appear to be a number of barriers to the adoption of development 
sustainability monitoring and assessment practices that need to be addressed, if the 
RAF is to be used. To overcome some of these limitations a summary of the 
recommendations made by interviewees is presented in Section 4.7 and cross- 
referenced to the theoretical specifications identified in Chapter 2 (Box 2.7). 
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4.7. Recommendations for the RAF 
The aim of this research is to develop a usable RAF to enable the long-term 
evaluation of BRP. To achieve that, Pattons' (1997 and 2002) approach to the 
development of evaluation methods which focuses on evaluation users needs to 
design the evaluation process was adopted (See Chapter 1). The initial theoretical 
RAF (mentioned in Section 4.1) was presented at each interview, and stakeholders 
were asked to make recommendations which would enable its wide application and 
utilisation. Therefore, interviewees' recommendations relating to the characteristics 
which the RAF should have in order to overcome the aforementioned limitations are 
presented and serve as the basis on which the RAF is designed and evaluated (Chapter 
5 and 6). 
Recommendations have been made relevant to distinct thematic topics, and are 
summarised with their key points as follows: 
" Recommendations of measures to enable wider adoption of BRP sustainability 
evaluation. (Section 4.7.1 and Table 4.9). 
" Recommendations to overcome the identified procedural limitations currently 
hindering sustainability evaluation. (Section 4.7.2 and Table 4.10) 
" Recommendations regarding the nature of the evaluation (ie ideal indicators etc) 
(Section 4.7.3 and Table 4.11) 
" Recommendations regarding the participation characteristics of the evaluation 
process. (Section 4.7.4 and Table 4.12) 
4.7.1. Recommendations to enable wider adoption of the RAF 
The need to integrate any development sustainability evaluation within existing 
planning processes was emphasised by the majority of interviewees. 
'if the RAF is not part of the planning process, it won't bear any weight in the 
application determination and we won't be able to allocate time for it. 
(LPA2) 
'the only way you could convince me as a developer to do a voluntary 
assessment is ifyou could demonstrate to me that by doing the assessment it 
will help me get planning permission or that it will save me time or 
money'(D2). 
140 
LA and private consultants pointed out that ideally the requirement for sustainability 
evaluations should be stipulated in planning policy for LA to have the power to ask 
for S106 agreements, stipulating the allocation of money for the purpose of carrying 
out the long-term monitoring. 
'S106 agreements are a good way of ensuring the monitoring and thefunding 
from developers, but there needs to be a policy stating that... like PPG. l3 is 
for the Green travelplan monitoring. (LPAI). 
Interestingly, all developers mentioned that they would not oppose carrying out or 
funding sustainability assessments and monitoring should they be forced to through 
legislation. 
'As long as monitoring and sustainability assessments are requiredfrom all 
developers and notjust the leaders in thefteld, for example using legislation, I 
don't see why there should be a problem... all we want is a level playing 
field'(D3). 
Willingness to pay on the part of the developers is very encouraging, when 
considering the barrier resource limitations posed to LAs (Section 4.6) 
From the review of existing evaluation tools it was identified that the SEEDA 
checklist was the only tool to make reference to 'existing planning policies, a fact 
commented positively upon by a number of interviewees (although they have not used 
it) (Section 4.3). However, there is no policy stipulating the use of the checklist which 
limits its capacity for wider adoption. Nonetheless when interviewing with the 
SEEDA tool developers and managers, it was disclosed that the SEEDA checklist was 
in the process of being improved with the aim of being applied throughout all the 
English regions: 
'Ideally what we are trying to do is get the checklist into regional policy, but 
that is proving harder than we thought'. 
The SEEDA checklist therefore appears to be the most relevant to the RAF as, 
amongst other things, it makes reference to planning policies and is aiming to be 
included in Regional Spatial Strategies. 
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6 should this happen and the RAF makes use of the SEEDA checklist, it 
would then allow for S. 106 agreements to be drawn, stipulating long-term 
monitoring. 43 
Additionally, although it was seen as necessary for developers to bear the cost, the 
need for P party assessors (as is currently the process undertaken with BREEAM and 
EcoHomes) was emphasised by a number of interviewees. 
'You need someone independent coordinating and overseeing the assessments, 
otherwise I don't think the results would be trusted by eitherparties'(P I). 
This points out the need for the RAF to incorporate an independent facilitator to 
execute the process. 
All interviewees accepted that even with developers bearing the costs of sustainability 
assessment and monitoring requirements the RAF could only feasibly be applied to 
large developments. Justifications for this view included: 
'It would simply not be feasible to carry out long-term monitoring and 
assessmentsfor all developments, you would have to stipulate size thresholds' 
(DC2). 
4.7.2. Recommendations to overcome procedural limitations 
Interviewees making reference to the skills and time limitations (Section 4.6) 
recognised that for such an evaluation process to work it would have to be simple, 
with clear action points and deliverables and not be time consuming: 
'ifyou want planners to car? y out this process it will have to have just a few 
straightforward steps which are linked to planning'(S 1). 
Xrom my experience ifyou want it to be used by a LA it needs to made dummy 
proof(PC3). 
" This advice was taken on board and the SEEDA checklist was incorporated into the RAF process 
(Chapter 5). However, this checklist has yet to be adopted as regional policy, and has not been rolled 
out throughout the regions, due to apparent project delays. 
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I you need to think of the knowledge the people taking part in this will have ... 
they are neither sustainability experts nor academics ... it needs to be 
simple'(TD3). 
Developers in particular expressed the need for any such process to be able to fit in 
with planning and project time lines (Table 4.10). 
'Timing is everything, if it's going to get used it will have to fit within the 
planning andproject deadlines' (D5). 
What was recommended by all interviewees, and thus is a fundamental point for the 
RAF, is the development of a structured standard process applicable to all LPA to 
enable the sustainability assessment of development proposals in a way that 
influences planning decisions. 
'what you need is a structuredprocess to integrate these assessment tools into 
planning'(S 1). 
However, a significant number (27) of interviewees at the same time expressed the 
need for this process to be flexible enough to accommodate the ever-increasing new 
standards emerging as well as differing LA practices (Table 4.10). 
'you need to allowfor change, considering what planning is going through at 
the moment(LAP2). 
'If the assessments are to rigid with criteria set in stone, they will be out of 
date as soon as newpolicies are introduced(LAPI). 
The need for a context specific approach to sustainability evaluation has been 
emphasised throughout this chapter. However LA officers in particular pointed out the 
need for local objectives, policies and priorities to be reflected within the assessment 
and monitoring processes (Table 4.10). 
'what is a sustainabilitypriorityfor this LA or theparlicular area, may not be 
the case down South, as a LA we have targets to meet and these have to be 
incorporated somehow into the monitoring'(P5). 
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4.7.3. Recommendations regarding the nature of the RAF (i. e. Ideal 
Indicators) 
A holistic approach to sustainability evaluation was proposed in line with the theory 
presented in Chapter 2. Interviewees suggested that the assessments should 
encompass more than building performance, developing criteria to address socio- 
economic issues rather than purely environmental ones: 
'The RAF should look at the wider impliýations of development including 
employment, education, crime, you can't do that with BREEAM. '(P5). 
Wen assessing a development you also need to take into account any 
impacts resultingfrom S106 agreements(DCI). 
Some interviewees felt that a way of setting assesýment criteria which were context 
specific should be developed and that there should be measurable benchmarks 
developed for the more qualitative socio-economic aspects of developments: 
'You need indicators which are relevant to the particular area, and relevant to 
policies andLA targets'(P2). 
With regard to long-term monitoring one interviewee recommended: 
ryou could use SEA and AM baselines and which are relevant to policies 
both local and regional and monitor to see if things are getting better or 
worse as a result of the development' (P6). 
Finally, as was presented in Section 4.6 with regard to the contamination 
sustainability assessment aspects, interviewees were adamant that a site specific 
approach with input from contaminated land specialists would be the only possible 
way forward. 
4.7.4. Recommendations regarding the participation 
characteristics of the evaluation process 
In Chapter 2 one of the theoretical specifications for the RAF was that it is 
participatory. However, it was established that there are different types of 
participation and that the extent of participation should be determined by evaluation 
users. Therefore, in order to determine the communicational and participatory 
characteristics of the RAF, the recommendations made by interviewees shown in 
Table 4.12 are used as a basis to design the RAF engagement processes. The need for 
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a carefully structured and transparent participation process was recommended by a 
majority (28) of interviewees. 
fespecially now that planning negotiations and discussions have been front 
loaded in the planning proCeSS44, it is important that you have a transparent 
and structuredprocess to these discussions and decisions'(DC 1). 
'what would be great is if all planning application consultees were put in one 
room to discuss what they each wantedfrom the development' (PC3). 
A number of LA officers recommended that a policy officer should be involved in the 
evaluation process in particular referring to the long-term monitoring as they could 
use the results to modify policies and also had knowledge of existing LA monitoring 
schemes. One LA policy officer stated: 
Gnot only does planning policy have essentially the most to gain out of this 
process but it also has a great database of information which would be used 
andpotentially minimise the costly duplication ofdata collection'(P4). 
A final additional question was asked "what should be the role of the public in the 
long-term sustainability evaluation of BRPT' All interviewees stated that the results 
of the monitoring and assessments should be made available to the public. 
'Under the Freedom of Information . 4ct we need to make all information 
available now to the public, but I think that we need to be sensitive as to how 
contamination data is presented we wouldn't want to alarm people 
unnecessarily'(CL3). 
There were mixed responses however with regard to community involvement in the 
assessment itself, with various recommendations being made. 
'There is theformal statutory written consultation of communities or residents 
neighbouring a proposed development, and people tend to forget that there 
are elected members to represent them, so I'don't think that Joe Bloggs is best 
placed in a committee room and devising monitoring strategies. I think it is 
very important to consult the public, don't get me wrong, but there needs to be 
44 Interviewee referring to period prior to application submission. 
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careful consideration of what you ask their opinion on.. you don't want to tire 
them either. ' (P5) 
A number of interviewees mentioned the new requirements for pre-application public 
consultation as a result of Statements of Community Involvement. 
'SCI are still in the making really but there may well be an opportunity to link 
development sustainability assessments with SCL IM not sure how. '(P4). 
'it would be good if you could have a structured consultation using SCI to 
inform the sustainability assessment, like a survey ... otherwise you tend to get 
only consultations from a few individuals which have a major grievance.. for 
example the temporary loss of their gardens.. never the bigger picture of what 
the publicfeels about proposals'. (M). - 
Overall, participation was seen as an important element of the RAF, in particular with 
regard to improving communication and transparency of planning negotiation 
meetings and statutory consultations. Informing the public of the assessment and 
monitoring results was widely accepted. However, reservations were expressed with 
regard to whether they should be involved directly in the development of the 
indicators. This is in line with the conclusions drýwn in the literature (Section 2.5) 
about the use of different participation methods with different numbers of 
stakeholders according to the purpose of the process. The suggestion for survey 
methods to consult the public and obtain information feedback seems to be endorsed 
by interviewees. Therefore, all these recommendations have been taken on board and 
subsequently shaped the RAF participatory process described in Chapter 5. 
4.8. Conclusions and final RAF specifications 
From the results presented in this section a number of important points have been 
established. Firstly, it was identified that there is very little, if any, evidence of long- 
term monitoring of both contamination and sustainability. The picture did not seem to 
be much better with regard to the use of the plethora of sustainability assessment tools 
identified in Chapter 3, and no sustainability assessments of remediation strategies 
were being undertaken. 
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Different stakeholders perceived themselves to have different decision making powers 
and levels of influence of the sustainability of developments. They also seemed to be 
using different processes to assess the sustainability of projects if they were doing this 
at all. These processes included government policy in an unstructured way (which 
was the most common), EIA, SA, SEA, LA checklists, SEEDA checklists, 
government funding sustainability criteria, as well as BREEAM and EcoHomes, all of 
which have their limitations. No sustainability assessment or monitoring tool was 
identified 45 , let alone used, with regard to remediation operations specifically. 
A number of barriers were identified with regard to the adoption of sustainability 
assessment practices and monitoring as well as procedural limitations. The main ones 
consisted of the lack of a structured process for the assessment of developments 
which is integrated within the planning system, to mitigate against the profit-driven 
'build and forget' culture of the current dev6lopment industry. The lack of 
understanding of sustainability, resources, time, skills and communication between 
the different stakeholders were all identified as important limitations. 
However, important recommendations were made which have been taken on board for 
the development of the RAF. What was needed was not another set of indicators or 
assessment tools, but a structured participatory process which enables the integration 
of existing tools like the SEEDA checklist, BREEAM and EcoHomes into the 
planning process. Thus, the RAF should create a level playing field for discussions 
and prioritisation of context specific sustainability elements to take place between the 
different stakeholders. The need for BRP stakeholders to make their sustainability 
principles and priorities explicit was also indicated by the confusion over the 
definition of the term as well as the discrepancy observed between professions. 
Although interviewees emphasised the need to increase communication and dialogue 
between LAs, developers and planning application consultees, it was felt that there 
should be some community representation in devising the monitoring and assessment 
strategy, albeit indirect. The use of community surýeys and their integration with the 
statement of community involvement processes was also proposed. 
's None of the CL interviewees mentioned or had heard of the RESCUE consortium or checklist. 
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Additionally, it was established that the RAF should enable the design and 
enforcement of site specific sustainability assessments and monitoring strategies 
which would be funded by developers, yet carried out by third parties, thus limiting 
the identified LA resource and time strain. 
The benefits of such an approach were seen as the improved communication, and the 
structured approach which such a process would bring to development application 
decision making. Furthermore, with regard to the benefits of rrýonitoring the creation 
of a feedback loop to policy formulation and evaluation as well as the ability to know 
what works on the ground was seen as key, thus specifying the function of the RAF. 
However, long-term monitoring of contamination was more problematic. 
Interviewees felt this was essential and urgently needed to help remedy the current 
gap of knowledge with regard to the effectiveness of remediation technologies post 
ten years. However, the same individuals felt that there would first have to be a 
cultural and legislative change before long-term contamination monitoring could 
become a reality, something not practically feasible through this research. 
In summary, there are three main potential beneficial purposes which the interviewed 
BRP stakeholders would like to see the RAF achieve, and will be used to evaluate the 
outcome of the RAF trials (Chapter 6): 
1. Enable the structured consideration of sustainability issues in planning 
application decision making: 
a. Improve communication between stakeholders 
b. Improve understanding of sustainability. 
2. Provide feedback information to policy and decision makers with on the 
effect of the development and their decisions: 
a. Mitigate against the build and forget culture 
Enhance learning through evaluation. 
3. improve the sustainability of the BRP- (Ultimate Goal) 
Based on all the above the causal design was completed, which resulted in the RAFs 
final form presented in Chapter 5. A refinement of the RAFs specifications was also 
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achieved (Box 4.1), and is used in the metaevaluation of the case study trials in 
Chapter 6. As is evident the criteria are similar to those specified in Chapter 2 (Box 
2.7), although there are additional feasibility criteria which have been specified in the 
relevant sections. The particulars of all six specifications are not included in this box 
as they are surnmarised in Tables 4.9 to 4.12. 
Box 4.1. Refined RAF specification and metaevaluation criteria. 
The RAF would have to be: 
1. Holistic (evaluate environmental, social and economic aspects of the BRP) 
2. Context Specific 
a. (Evaluate at the development level and include evaluation of 
associated impacts resulting from planning conditions and S 106 
Agreements. 
b. Base evaluation on locally relevant benchmarks and issues 
3. Long-term (evaluate the sustainability of all 3 BRP life cycle periods) 
4. Participatory (enable evaluation users to make their values and risk 
perceptions explicit as well as develop their own sustainability indicators based 
on those) 
5. Integrated within existing decision making processes (planning) 
a. Relevant to planning policies and community strategies 
b. Linked to SEA, SA, EIA and SCI processes 
6. Feasible: 
a. Appropriate duration and timing 
b. Resource efficient 
c. Appropriate to existing skills and Know-how 
These six criteria will be used for the RAF metaevaluation based on the case study 
tdal results (Chapter 6). 
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Chapter 5. The Redevelopment Assessment 
Framework 
This Chapter describes the Redevelopment As. sessment Framework (RAF) as 
developed through the causal design process (Figure 1.4). This involved the literature 
review (Chapter 2) through which an initial theoretical design and specifications were 
developed and which were refined through the series of interviews presented in 
Chapter 4. Section 5.1 provides a brief generic outline of the RAF to set the context 
for describing the case studies and methodology (Section 5.2). The aim of this 
research is to develop the RAF to be a usable'process to enable the long-term 
sustainability evaluation of BRP. In order to establish whether this aim has been 
achieved, it was necessary to trial the RAF in a real life context and evaluate the 
success of the trials. The RAF itself is an-evaluation process which makes use of a 
number of research methods. Section 5.3 analyses each phase of the RAF 
individually, supplemented with results from the case study trials, and aims to answer 
the question: 'What happened when carrying out the RAF? '. In Section 5.4 a 
descriptive account of the how the RAF results were utilised is provided together with 
more general use recommendations. In Sections 5.5 and 5.6 a detailed description 
(descriptive evaluation; Patton, 1997) of the time and resources required to carry it out 
is provided. 
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5.1. The RAF46 
The RAF is a process to facilitate the development of site specific sustainability 
indicators in a collaborative manner. The RAF's main aim is to inform stakeholders 
and decision makers about the sustainability performance of a BRP across its life 
cycle. Thus it is not an evaluation aimed for decisions such as whether the 
development should go ahead or not. Neither is the RAF designed to compare 
between different development proposals or to assist the design of these. The RAF is 
designed to be implemented on a brownfield site which is proposed for development 
and is undergoing its pre-application planning phase. 
Based on stated recommendations and issues expressed in Chapter 4, the RAF has the 
following characteristics. To overcome the LA resource limitations, the RAF is to be 
led by the developer/owner: here called the 'lead partner'. The RAF is aimed at large 
developments and it is envisaged that the lead partner would hire a consultant with 
facilitation skills to coordinate the process. To oýercome the time limitations, the 
RAF has been designed to be undertaken in two half-day stakeholder workshops and 
one meeting, and also requires some background research by the lead partner. 
Considering the RAF's future wider adoption it is important to specify the role and 
skills of the facilitator. The role of the facilitator does not involve decision making but 
rather collation of the responses achieved and therefore does not require specialist 
knowledge; however, he/she would need to: 
m Have a basic understanding of sustainability issues. 
m Be a trained facilitator and have facilitation design skills. 
m Be independent 
m Have report writing skills. 
The RAF can and should be undertaken or reviewed at each phase of the BRP life 
cycle, thus ensuring that all relevant sustainability issues are addressed as the 
development progresses. However, based on the results of Chapter 4, to ensure that 
monitoring does take place, the RAF makes use of planning conditions and S106 
" Two peer reviewed papers have been published describing the RAF See Pediaditi et at (2005c) and 
Pediaditi et at (2006). 
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agreements which are determined in the initial planning phase of a BRP. The RAF has 
also been designed to be compatible with the EIA process (as is demonstrated in the 
case studies). Due to the large number of stakeholders involved in the first planning 
and design period, and the fact that decisions will affect the operation of the 
development as well as its construction and remediation processes, the RAF should be 
carried out as early as possible in the BRP lifecycle, yet develop indicators which are 
applicable throughout its life cycle. 
The RAF (Figure 5.1) consists of a simple procedure divided into six clear phases, 
through which site-specific indicators can be develQped. The three first phases cover 
the preparatory stages undertaken by the lead partner and include information 
gathering and team building to enable the subsequent participatory development of 
indicators. For each of the RAF phases analysed in Section 5.3, where required, the 
tools, checklists and guidance which have been developed to facilitate the carrying 
out of the process are described. 
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5.2. Case study: methods and background 
It was established in earlier chapters that there is limited knowledge of the actual 
application of the various sustainability tools, and even less structured evaluation of 
their performance in practice. Therefore, having developed the RAF, it was 
considered essential to trial it in a real life context (objective f, Section 1.2). A case 
study approach was adopted, which was considered appropriate in this instance as it 
allowed for both theory building and testing (Yin, 1993). This approach uses a variety 
of research methods (Patton, 2002). Yin (1993, p. 59) defines case study as: 
can empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon [in this 
case the RAF implementation] within its real life context, addresses a 
situation in which the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not 
clearly evident and uses multiple sources ofevidence'. 
Section 5.2.1 therefore gives a brief account of the research methods used for the case 
studies and looks at issues such as case study representativeness. Section 5.2.2. 
provides detailed background information on the nature of the case study sites and 
proposed developments enabling the better understanding of the results obtained from 
the case study applications (Section 5.3). 
5.2.1. Case study methodology 
Issues of case study sample size and strategy were considered and it was recognised 
that in order to draw broader conclusions on the RAF, different case study trials 
would be required according to BRP life cycle period (Figure 1.2), type of 
development and location, as well as development ownership. However, resource and 
time limitations resulted in three different BRPs being selected as part of the initial 
case study sample design (Table 5.1). 
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Table S. 1. Initial case study sites characteristics 
Case Study Case I Case 2' Case 3 
Type/ particularity Mixed 520 residential, 1200 residential with some 4200 residential units and 
some industrial units and completed industrial units mixed use 
a school on site. 
Location Greater Manchester Thames Gateway Greater Manchester 
Ownership Private land and Private land and private Millennium Community 
developer, with part developer, no LA Project, public private 
government development involvement partnership. 
(school) 
RAF application Full Partial None 
Life Cycle Phase Phase 1 Phase I Phase 1 (but moved to phase 2 
1 1 before RAF Implemented) 
These three sites were selected from a portfolio of 20 SUBR: IM sites (see Section 
1.4), and had a number of interesting characteristics. All three were in major 
regeneration areas, namely the Thames Gateway and Greater Manchester Area, but as 
explained in Chapter 4 they are distinctly different, particularly with regard to 
development demand and economics. A significant difference between the two areas 
are land values and development gain (Cambell et al, 2000). Because there is greater 
demand for development in the South, LAs are likely to have greater negotiating 
power there than those in the North, potentially allowing them to obtain greater 
contributions (e. g. S106 moneys) (ibid). This could have implications with regard to 
the negotiating power LAs feel they have over developers in order to oblige them to 
carry out the RAF. As is evident from Table 5.1, the RAF was trialled only with 
respect to its application on a BRP at the design and pre-application period, and 
therefore all detailed recommendations proposed are applicable only for 
developments at the same life cycle period. 
Also the BRPs were characterised by three distinct patterns of ownership, which 
would test the capacity of the RAF to be applied on developments ranging from 
entirely private ownership to formal public private partnerships projects. Finally, all 
developments were proposed on contaminated sites and were of a large scale mixed 
use (mainly residential) nature but differed in size ranging from 500 units to 4200! 
Therefore, based on this initial design more robust conclusions could be drawn 
regarding the applicability and use of RAF for different size and ownership (mixed 
use) developments. 
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Rossi and Freeman (1993) point out that case study evaluations encounter difficulties 
and differ from controlled research projects because of the changes and uncertainties 
of interventions in real life settings. This was in fact an issue when carrying out this 
research as only one (case study 1) was fully completed and another (case study 2) 
only partially carried out because developers wished to withdraw. The final case study 
failed to start due to incompatible BRP and research time scales. This phenomenon is 
discussed in Yin (1993), who states that the problems of changes in participation on 
the part of entire 'sites' which distort an initial research design are not uncommon in 
the field of case study evaluation research. However, Patton (1997) empbasises the 
value of unique case studies, as essentially in this research, on the proviso that caution 
is taken when drawing wider conclusions. 
A variety of research methods were used when carrying out the case study trials 
(Table 5.2) for different purposes. The RAF incorporates research methods in itself 
which are discussed in Section 5.3. However, in order to evaluate the application of 
the RAF, different types of data needed to be collected to answer different questions. 
When carrying out a case study evaluation, Patton (2002) proposes the collection of 
data for the descriptive evaluation which answers the question of 'what happened 
when carrying out the RAFT This then provides some of the data required to carry 
out the outcome and process evaluation, which essentially form the Metaevaluation 47 
analysed in detail in Chapter 6. The data collection processes used for the descriptive 
evaluation are described below. 
Table 5. Z Case study research methods used 
Methods for the evaluation of the RAF Methods Integral to the RAF process 
" Participant Observation - Community Census 
" Non-Participant Observation - Document Review 
" RAF Documentation - Stakeholder workshop 
" Participant evaluation questionnaires (Chapter 6) 
" Participant evaluation interviews (Chapter 6) 
47 As the RAF is an evaluation in itself (the evaluation of the RAF is an evaluation of an evaluation) 
characterising it as a Metaevaluation (Stufflebeam, 2001; see Chapter 1). 
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5.2.1.1. Participant and non-participant observation 
In order to facilitate answering the question of how the RAF works in practice, 
different methods were employed which included observing the group dynamics and 
reactions to the RAF tasks. Participant observation was carried out in an informal 
manner by the researcher, whilst trialling the PAF. Although, the information 
obtained is internal and highly subjective, it provided important insights into the 
issues faced by the facilitator role in the RAF 48 . Through the long-term (I year) 
interactions between the researcher and the case study participants, insight into 
external issues such as politics and external events which may have influenced the 
trials was obtained. Therefore, where relevant, such information has been included in 
the description and evaluation of the case studies. Additionally, a log was kept of how 
long the different tasks took to complete and the resources required, which forms part 
of the descriptive evaluation presented in Sections 5.5 and 5.6. 
However, during the case study workshops, the researcher was preoccupied with 
facilitating the RAF tasks and thus could not pay due notice to the group dynamics 
etc. Therefore, non-participant observation was carried out in a semi-structured 
manner (Kitzinger and Barbour, 1999) by an independent researcher" from the 
University of Cambridge. Observations were recorded mainly with regard to the 
setting, persons, discussions and relations in the group with the aim of recording how 
the group responded to the various tasks and ranking exercises which it was required 
to do. This form of non-participant observation also served the purpose of an external 
evaluator to the process, which otherwise relies heavily on internal evaluations (see 
Chapter 6). 
5.2.1.2. Documentation 
Although tape recordings were made at each of flýe RAF meetings and workshops, 
due to resource restrictions these were not transcribed or analysed. Instead, the results 
presented in this chapter are based on the documentation produced for the purpose of 
carrying out the RAF; these include flip charts, group-produced notes and compiled 
48 As the researcher acted as the RAF facilitator for the purpose of the trial. 
49 Dr Michael Harbottle, RA in WPE of the SUBRIM research consortium 
160 
reports and photographs. Each phase of the process was documented and reported for 
confirmation to the RAF stakeholder group and the description is essentially based on 
those reports (see Appendices 9 and 10 for example of reports). 
5.2.2. Detailed case study background 
In this section details of the two case study sites and proposed BRPs (Table 5.1) are 
given to provide the context under which the RAF was trialled. Case study 1, referred 
to as the Greater Manchester (GM) case study, is described in more detail as it was 
carried out in its entirety and therefore more information was obtained. The 
representativeness of the two case studies are discussed in detail including the 
conditions which may have influenced the trials, and in particular the discontinuation 
of case study 2, referred to as the Thames Gateway (TG) case study. For reasons of 
confidentiality the identity of the BRPs or those of the case study participants are not 
disclosed. 
5.2.2.1. Case study site descriptions 
The GM case study is located on a brownfield site extending to an area, including 
land for highway improvements, of 19.8 ha. The site borders a river and landfill site 
under restoration and is located 100 rn from a metro station and town centre and 4 kni 
from a motorway interchange. The site was previously occupied by a Paper Mill 
factory which was closed down in 2000, together with another nearby Paper Mill in 
1998, leaving around 2000, predominantly local, workers unemployed leading to a 
decline in the prosperity of the particular town. The LA has a master plan for the 
regeneration of the area which includes the case study site, but it is not incorporated 
within wider government regeneration areas. The site surroundings are mainly 
residential, with a small number of commercial and institutional uses including a 
primary school and small industrial units. 
The existing site baseline contamination conditions . and sources are summarised as the 
following. The main sources as indicated by contaminated land desk study areso: 
50 Information on ground conditions and contamination is obtained from a private consultant's EIA 
report. 
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-Historical industrial land use including bleach works, cotton spinning mill, print 
works and paper mill including boiler house, gasometer and storage tanks; 
wThe presence of filter and settlement lagoons, water lodges, tip areas and landfill; 
-The presence of significant thicknesses of 'Made Ground'; 
-Presence of notified landfills adjacent to the site. 
As a result of a detailed investigation by hired consultants, the following 
contaminants were found to be exceeding guideline levels on the site; 
-elevated levels of inorganic contamination (Arsenic, Lead, Chromium); 
w elevated concentrations of the phytotoxic metals Boron, Copper and Zinc; 
-elevated Benzo(a)pyrene concentrations; 
- hotspot contamination of soils with petroleum hydrocarbon. 
A number of potential sources of hazardous gas have been identified on and adjacent 
to the site. These include the former disposal area for boiler ash, paper waste, filter 
cake and industrial waste and the adjacent landfill site, organic-rich alluvial deposits, 
infilled reservoirs, granular and cohesive Made Ground, and gas migration from 
shallow coal seams. Assessment of these conditions identified that the site 
corresponds to a Gas Regime A with respect to both methane and carbon dioxide. The 
remediation strategy proposed combines a mixture of "dig and dump" as well as 
onsite remediation. 
The TG case study is on a brownfield site of 7.1 ha. The site borders a river and an A 
road and is located close to the city centre. The site has undergone demolition and 
partial reclamation in preparation for redevelopment and contains two newly built and 
partly occupied industrial units. The area the site is located in is the Thames Gateway 
regeneration area. The ward is known for its high unemployment and is ranked 
amongst the most deprived areas in England (DETF, 2000, Index of Multiple 
Deprivation). 
Historic uses revealing possible contamination on site includes': 
" The following information is obtained from private consultants contamination investigation and 
remediation strategy. 
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Storage of a variety of chemicals including paraffin, waste oils, diesel, petrol naptha 
tars, coal gas liquors; 
-Paint manufacture; 
-Barge repair dock/ blacksmiths. 
An intrusive investigation concluded that the soil is contaminated principally with 
heavy metals, organic compounds and sulphates. The metals are in insoluble form and 
appear to have been almost entirely imported into the site in materials used for land 
raising. The perched water is contaminated with organic compounds to a limited 
extent. Methane was detected in significant concentrations and soil gas, and VOCs 
were also present at a number of locations. Remediation as proposed in an initial 
remediation strategy52 was a mixture of "dig and dump", on site treatment and 
contaimnent. 
5.2.2.2. Descriptions of proposed case study developments 
The GM case study proposed development is surnmarised as: 
"Comprehensive redevelopment of the former XY Paper Mill site to provide 
mixed-use development comprising education, employment and residential 
uses with associated highway inftastructureand schoolplayingfields ". 
The development area of 3.6 ha is being allocated for a new secondary school (900 
school places) with associated playing fields. For employment, development of some 
7375 M2 (gross) floor-space for class BI, B2 and B8 employment units is proposed. 
The development of around 6.64 ha of land for residential use, excluding land for 
strategic open space , landscaping and highway 
infiastructure requirements to provide 
a development of some 520 units at a density of some 78 units/ha -a proportion of 
which is affordable according to councils' Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG). 
The development is likely to be phased over a minimum of 6.5 years and will 
potentially accommodate 1,250 people. The school is aimed to be completed in two 
years following planning application approval. 
52 This remediation strategy was prepared in 2000, but is not longer valid following the change in the 
regulations (see section 2.4) 
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The development will result in the loss of a bowling green and club and six purpose- 
built areas for the storage of surface water known as lodges. To replace lost recreation 
facilities three junior sized football pitches, a grass athletics track and a cricket square 
will be provided. Additionally, the development will provide a riverside walkway and 
reconfigure one of the previous lodges to incorporate a water /public recreation 
facility. 
The RAF was initiated at the pre-application period. of the outline planning pennission 
which also required the submission of a Master Plan, a Design Statement and an EIA. 
Case study TG, for which the RAF was initiated at the very inception stages of the 
project, consisted of a high density residential development of 1200 units with a 
mixture of I to 4 bedroom flats. There were proposals also for 25000ft2 of 
commercial space. At the time of the RAF initiation there were no master-plans or 
conception designs. 
Both case studies are interesting as they propose the development of sensitive uses 
(such as housing and in the GM case study a school) on contaminated sites, which are 
located in deprived areas and on sites which were originally designated in the local 
plans for employment uses. The above elements indicate that these BRP could be 
contentious depending on how they are dealt with and harbour the potential for public 
risk amplification (Pediaditi et al, 2005b). 
The GM case study was carried out in full, and thus essentially consists of a unique 
case study. Therefore the representativeness of this case study obviously needs to be 
examined in greater detail. Firstly, this GM BRP was not proposed as part of a 
government funded pilot project such as Millennium Communities (case study 3), and 
thus the developer had no real obligation to prove sustainable practice. Furthermore, 
the developer did not belong to one of the large development corporations which 
promote themselves as forerunners in the field of providing sustainable or 
environmentally friendly developments and have'the resources for innovation. In 
many ways trialling the RAF on such a 'standard' or small developer provides a 
demonstration that the RAF is feasible for all developer categories. However, care 
must be taken when drawing wider conclusions regarding the RAF to define which 
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elements of the RAF process are flexible and also those which are particular to the 
case study context. 
A particularly important aspect of the GM case study was the degree of collaboration 
between the developer and the relevant LA. At the time of writing there was no signed 
development agreement between the two parties, although there is scope for one with 
the developer willing to make land available within the development site for the 
building of a school. This collaboration would subsequently enable the LA to proceed 
swiffly with the school development without having to undergo the delays involved 
with Compulsory Purchase Orders. So although no formal public-private partnership 
had been formed, a co-operative and trust-based relationship was established which 
enabled the LA to require the undertaking of the RAF. However, it is believed that on 
a purely private development on private land, such conditions may not exist which 
may hinder the application of the RAF if it is not a regulatory requirement. 
For the TG case study only Phases I and 3 and part of Phase 2 of the RAF were 
completed as the developers pulled out when asked to conduct the community census 
required in Phase 2 of the RAF (Section 5.3.2). They stated: 
gwith a community survey we would be opening ourselves to too much 
unnecessary criticism... we also run the risk of being forced to provide and 
fund additional things if we negotiate at this early stage with the LA' 
(Developer 2). 
Although the LA were keen to trial the RAF, they felt that they did not have the 
powers to require it from the developers, especially as they were not partners on the 
project (i. e. they did not own the land or were they part-funders) and thus felt that 
they did not really have a say in the development. Ibis was the case despite the 
location of the case study being in the South East where LAs are purported as having 
greater negotiating powers (Cambell et al, 2000). 
The above phenomenon is important as it demo. nstrates the need for policies or 
regulations stipulating the use of the RAF, an issue discussed in depth in Chapter 6. 
Furthermore, the need for a trained facilitator to ensure that the RAF process does not 
digress from its purpose, of developing indicators, becomes clear from the concerns 
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expressed by the TG developer. The developer was afraid that the negotiation would 
steer away from measuring sustainability towards measures which should be required 
through S 106 Agreements and Planning conditions 'in order to improve sustainability, 
which could result in increased expenditure. 
At the time of carrying out the RAF process for both case studies, a number of 
changes were taking place in planning which are believed to have hindered the 
process. The recentness of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (see 
Section 2.3) meant that during the initial three phases of the RAF trial there was no 
formal Statement of Community Involvement procedure and thus additional 
persuasion was required to complete the RAF, which failed in the TG case study. In 
addition, 'the trial period of the RAF coincided with the period where the Local 
Development Frameworks were being compiled as well as their SEA and SA reports, 
which resulted in delays and uncertainty regarding the quality of baseline indicators 
and available data. 
However, in the GM case study these issues were overcome through increased 
involvement of the LA officer concerned with compiling the SEA and SA, who had 
detailed knowledge of the various data requirements and characteristics. Future 
applications of the RAF process are unlikely to face such issues. 
166 
5.3. Going through the phases- detailed RAF description 
In this Section each phase of the RAF is analysed individually, followed by a 
description of the experiences obtained by implementing it in the case studies. Some 
of the results obtained (for example indicators developed) are presented, but only for 
the purposes of having a visual understanding of the outcome of the RAF. For the full 
set of results reference should be made to the relevant Appendices referred to in the 
text and Section 5.4. 
5.3.1 Phase 1: Team - Building 
Phase I involves the selection of stakeholders to be involved in the RAF process to 
form an 'evaluation task force' (Patton, 1997). According to Patton the evaluation 
task force should primarily include the evaluation users. In Phase I the lead partner is 
required to identify all relevant stakeholders involved in the BRP and needs to make 
an informed decision based on the significance 53 of each stakeholder for the specific 
BRP process on who to involve in developing the sustainability indicators. A list of 
potentially relevant participant categories (Box 2.5) has been developed to be used as 
a prompt in combination with a set of questions (Section 2.5). However some degree 
of subjectivity is inevitably involved in this identification process. Should the lead 
partner be the developer and the life cycle phase of the development be the design or 
pre-application phase, the lead DC officer should be asked to ratify the selection and 
make recommendations as to whether any other stakeholders should be involved. The 
list should eventually be circulated to all identified stakeholders. 
Selecting a manageable number of stakeholders is necessary. There are no definite 
rules for this, as some sites are more complex, diverse or politically sensitive than 
others. Based on facilitation guidance (Environment Council 2002; IEMA, 2002) and 
evaluation literature (Patton, 1997; 2002), in situations like the RAF, which require 
specific questions and detailed tasks to be undertaken in a limited time frame, small 
groups of 10-15 individuals are preferable. Although the RAF by definition does not 
claim to be a participatory tool, but rather aii evaluation process which uses 
participatory methods, this set-up clearly limits public participation to representation 
5' See Section 2.5 for a list of questions which should be asked by the lead partner when selecting 
whom to participate. 
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(for which elected members are recommended). Justification and the limitations of 
this approach have been analysed in detail in Section 2.5. However, Figure 5.2 
illustrates the methods of community representation as well as the mechanisms of 
information exchange which are elaborated on throughout this chapter. 
The stakeholders listed below have been identified as essential participants required to 
conduct the RAF. This specification is not only necessarily based on the participants' 
professional expertise, but also on their capacity to ensure that the evaluation takes 
place and that the results are used. 
m Developer (s): They are needed to fund the RAF, and their presence is necessary 
to ratify any decisions as well as enable the participation of private consultants. 
m Architect or project manager (s): They are needed to provide insight into the 
nature of the development as well as to follow through any needed changes 
emerging as a result of the RAF process. 
m Councillor (s): They are required to democratically represent the local community 
views (see Section 2.5). 
m Sustainability or relevant policy officer (s): They are required to facilitate Phase 
3 in the identification of relevant existing monitoring information and baselines as 
well as to ensure that indicators selected will feed into policy. 
0 Development Control officer (s): They are in charge of the statutory consultation 
as well as in processing the planning application, and thus can inform stakeholder 
selection as well as coordinate the processing of S106 agreements to ensure 
monitoring takes place (see Section 5.4) 
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5.3.1.1. Team-Building In GIVI and TG 
In both case studies, using the checklist and questions (Section 2.5), developers and 
DC officers were asked to identify potential participants. There was general consensus 
between the two parties, with both LA and private developers agreeing on 
stakeholders. DC officers' knowledge of statutory and non-statutory relevant 
consultees proved invaluable, as developers were uncertain as to who were the 
relevant individuals. On the other hand, developers had a clear idea about which of 
their consultants they wished present. However, for the purpose of future application 
of the RAF the process facilitator should ensure that there is a balance between 
private and public representation. 
As is evident from Figure 5.3, the stakeholders identified differed between the two 
case studies, which underlines the need for a flexible, context specific approach to 
stakeholder identification (see Chapter 4). This flexible approach is also required 
because different LAs have different structures as well as methods of consultation; for 
example not all LAs have area boards and fora (Fenwick and Elcock, 2004) and 
different BRPs have different project management structures according to ownership, 
and company operations. Ward (2000) describes at length the increasing variations of 
local governance structures (see Chapter 4) and in particular the complexity of 
regeneration area based partnerships, typical to BRýs. 
What can also be ascertained from Figure 5.3 is that stakeholders identified are either 
representatives or professionals with particular knowledge required to enable 
informed decision making for the specific development. For example, in the GM case 
study the LA education manager was involved as the development involved a school; 
however, this was not the case in the TG case study and thus his/her participation was 
not considered necessary. 
Finally, Figure 5.3 shows that the RAF brings together stakeholders who may or may 
not have been consulted individually through the statutory planning consultation 
process early on in the design phase of a development, something proposed by 
interviewees in Chapter 4. 
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5.3.2 Phase 2: Getting the Facts Right 
In order to be able to make informed decisions about the likely impacts of the 
development and thus to select relevant indicators to monitor them, Phase 2 involves 
two tasks of gathering relevant information. The-first requires the lead partner to 
collate relevant information on the BRP proposal and site whereas the second task 
requires community consultation with the purpose of identifying the main concerns 
and aspirations of the people most likely to be affected by the proposals. The results 
of the case studies are presented following descriptions of both tasks. 
5.3.2.1. Task 1: gathering relevant Information 
For the purpose of obtaining information on the proposed development and the site, 
the EIS review criteria shown in Tables 5.3 and 5.4 act as guidance with regard to the 
information required. However, these criteria are only for guidance as not all may be 
relevant or available. Having collated available information, the lead partner is then 
responsible for producing a non-technical summary which is then circulated to all 
participating stakeholders. 
It needs to be emphasised that the information requirements specified in Tables 5.3 
and 5.4 are deliberately designed, not for the sole use by the RAF. This information 
would most likely be required, to different degrees of detail, for any large 
development planning applications. Therefore, this requirement of the RAF process 
does not add additional financial or time burdens to the developer but rather utilises 
existing information for the purpose of developing indicators (see Sections 5.5 and 
5.6). 
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Table 5.3 Information criteria for the description of the development 
Criteria*. (adapted from Weston, 2000a) 54 
" Principal features of the project: 
" Explains the purposes and objectives of the development. 
" Indicates the nature and status of the decision(s) for which the Information has been prepared. 
sGives the estimated duration of the construction, operational and where appropriate, decommissioning phase 
and the programme within these objectives. 
" Provides a description of the development comprising Information on the site, design and size of the 
development 
" Provides Information with regard to the of influx of people, number of jobs, resulting from the project. 
" Identifies the Impact of the development on services, e. g. public transport, schools, health care. 
" Provides diagrams plans or maps and photographs to aid the description of the development 
" Describes the methods of construction. 
" Describes the nature and methods of production or other types of activity Involved in the operation of the project. 
" Describes any additional services (water, electricity, emergency services etc) and developments required as a 
consequence of the project. 
" Describes the projects potential for accidents hazards and emergencies, 
" Land requirements: 
" Defines the land area taken up by the development and /or construction site and any associated arrangements, 
auxiliary facilities and landscaping areas and shows their location clearly on a map. For a linear project, 
describes the land corridor, vertical and horizontal alignment and need for tunnelling and earthworks. 
" Describes the uses to which this land will be put and demarcates the different land use areas. 
" Describes the reinstatement and after-use of land taken during construction. 
" Project inputs 
" Describes the nature and quantities of materials needed during the construction and operation phases. 
" Estimates the number of workers and visitors entering the project site during both construction and operation. 
" Describes their access to the site and likely means of transport. 
" Indicates the means of transporting materials and products to and from the site during construction and 
operation and the number of movements involved. 
" Residues and Emissions 
" Estimates the types and quantities of waste water, energy (noise, vibration, light, heat radiation etc) and residual 
materials generated during construction and operation of the project, and rate at which these will be produced. 
" Indicates how these wastes and residual materials are expected to be handled/treated prior to releaseldisposal 
and the routes by which they will eventually be disposed of to the environment. 
" Identifies any special hazardous wastes (defined as) which will be produced and describes the methods for their 
disposal as regards their likely main environmental impacts. II 
54 Criteria have been added to describe the socio-economic aspects of the development 
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Table 5.4 Information Criteria for the Description of the development environment. * 
" Description of the area occupied by and surrounding the project 
" Indicates the area expected to be significantly affected by the various aspects of the project with the aid of 
suitable maps. Explains the time over which these impacts are likely to occur. 
" Describes the land uses on the site(s) and in surrounding areas. 
Describes the area with regard to unemployment, crime and considers the effect the development Is likely to 
have on the area. 
" Identifies whether existing services and facilities e. g. schools, recreational, retail, have the capacity to 
accommodate development Impacts. 
@Defines the affected environment broadly enough to include any'potentially significant effects occurring away 
from the immediate areas of construction and operation. These may be caused by, for example, the dispersion of 
pollutants, infrastructural requirements of the project, traffic. 
" Baseline conditions 
" Identifies and describes the components of the affected environment potentially affected by the project. 
" Uses existing technical data sources including records and studies carried out for environmental agencies and 
for special interest groups. 
" Reviews local regional and national plans and policies and other data collected as necessary55. Where the 
proposal does not conform to these plans and policies the departure is Justified 
(adapted from Weston, 2000a)" 
5.3.2.2. Task 2: Consulting the community 
The second task for Phase 2 involves consulting the community with regard to their 
views on the proposed development as well as their aspirations and sustainability 
principles for their area. The aim of obtaining this information is to guide the 
evaluation task force in Phase 4 when developing sustainability indicators to focus on 
the priority issues of the community. 
The minimum consultation requirement involves a census questionnaire 57 (see 
Appendix 4) which as a minimum should be sent out to the population of the 
catchment area as specified in planning regulations regarding planning application 
consultation. The lead partner is responsible for funding and carrying out the census; 
however the relevant LA should be contacted to agree on the catchment area of the 
study and provide the addresses. This is a very simple process and does not take up 
LA time as addresses are logged electronically on all LA Geographical Information 
Systems (GIS). However, consideration should be given by both the LA and 
developer, about whether they think it is appropriate to extend the census to a wider 
area. 
" It is recommended that baseline conditions relevant to all policies are reviewed based on AMR, SA 
and SEA reports. 
Criteria have been added to describe the socio-economic aspects of the development 
The census requires all people in a specified population to be provided with a questionnaire rather 
than the survey which requires a representative sample of the population. A census is insisted upon 
even though surveys often give better results. As the census is the only stipulated process in the RAF 
where the affected community can express its views with regard to a particular proposal, 
democratically everybody should have the opportunity to express their opinion. 
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The census (Appendix 4) is standard format for all BRPs. It contains both open and 
closed questions and is devised to enable the results to be utilised in a structured way 
in Phase 4. Briefly, it contains the same exercises of impact identification as well as 
sustainability objective prioritisation which is undertaken in the Phase 4 workshop. 
This allows the evaluation task force (stakeholders in the workshop) to compare the 
difference between their and the community's perceptions, thus facilitating the 
inclusion of community views. Thus, it is proposed that in future RAF applications 
the census questions are not modified but are used as a standard format5s. The 
questionnaire is divided into five sections: 
a) Identifying the significance of the development on specific impact categories, as 
would be undertaken for a scoping study, and supplemented with a qualitative 
question requiring justification for the score provided. 
b) Two open-ended questions requiring the respondent to identify his/her three main 
concerns about the development and three main aspirations for the area. 
C) A ranking exercise of general sustainability principles based on Government 
sustainability principles and modified from Dair and Williams (2004) (see Chapter 
2). 
d) A Likert scale question asking for a definition oý the extent of their perceived risks 
in different risk types resulting from the development. 
e) Likert scale questions about the extent to which they are satisfied with the 
consultation they have received so far as well as the extent to which they feel 
positively or negatively affected by the proposed development. 
Including open questions in the questionnaire can make data analysis more 
cumbersome but it does enable the analysis and interpretation of the quantitative 
impact scores and helps to decipher the underlying reasons behind certain responses. 
However, the census does not consist of two-way communication, considered ideal 
for risk communication, and making values explicit as discussed in Section 2.5. 
Therefore, the census is proposed as a minimum requirement to conduct the RAF and 
should not be considered as a substitute to other formal forms of community 
consultation required prior to planning application submission. 
58 Introductory information to questionnaire should be modified to describe the individual BRP. 
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Best practice community consultation literature proposes the use of a variety of 
methods, including community workshops, open days, local press publicity (Sanoff, 
2000; ODPM, 1998; SNIFFER, 1999; RTPI and ODPM, undated). More recently 
methods such as 'Enquiry by Design' (Prince's Foundation, 2000) and 'Planning 4 
Real' (Neighbourhood Initiatives, undated) have been promoted as best practice with 
regard to obtaining community input into the design of master plans and proposed 
developments in the UK. The use of such processes is encouraged; however, they are 
not within the scope of the RAF, as they are processes to inform the design, whereas 
the purpose of the RAF community consultation is to inform the decision of what 
should be evaluated. Ideally, as best practice, the RAF recommends that separate 
workshops are carried out in combination with the census in order to obtain 
community input (Figure 5.2). It is proposed that the community workshops follow 
the same format as those conducted in Phase 4 (See Section 5.3.4) to ensure that the 
results can feed into Phase 4 decision making. 
Since the implementation of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, 
developers are required to provide Statements of Community Involvement (SCI) (see 
Section 2.5) to demonstrate their efforts to consult the community with regard to their 
proposals at a pre-application phase. Although SCI guidance is still limited and vague, 
the community consultation requirements for the RAF can be incorporated as part of 
the SCI, thus minimising the additional expenditures required. Additionally, SCI can 
be used as an enforcement mechanism by LAs to require the RAF or, at a minimum, 
the community census, as is evident from the case studies. 
To summarise, with the completion of Phase 2, the lead partner should have 
developed a non-technical summary with information regarding the site and the 
proposed development as well as a report presenting the results of the community 
census and, where relevant, the community consultation workshop outcomes. This 
information should then be provided to all the RAF evaluation task force for their 
consideration prior to the Phase 4 workshop (Section 5.3.4). 
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5.3.2.3. Gathering relevant Information for the GIVI and TG case studies 
When carrying out the case study trials it became apparent that a trade-off is required 
between how early on in the BRP process the RAF is undertaken and the availability 
of information. In the TG case study particularly, there was hardly any information 
available, as the RAF was initiated even before a draft design had been developed. It 
proved very difficult to collate information at this phase and thus it is recommended 
that time is allowed for an initial design to be developed prior to carrying out this 
process. Trade-offs regarding information provisiori were also experienced in the GM 
case study. An example, was the requirement for detailed quantities of contaminated 
material to be moved from the site (Table 5.3) when, in fact, at the time the RAF was 
being carried out, detailed ground condition surveys had yet to be completed. 
However, carrying out the RAF at that early stage in the GM case study allowed for 
sustainability priorities and principles as well as community aspirations to be taken 
into account in the refinement of the initial design. 
In the GM case study, information had already been collected by appointed 
consultants and contractors (albeit in a fragmented and partial manner), therefore 
extensive (and expensive) work was not required for this task. Also additional socio- 
economic information on the locality, which is publicly available from the LA, was 
considered. Where information gaps were identified using the criteria of Tables 5.3 
and 5.4, they were made clear in the non-technical summary presented to all 
participants. 
For the TG case study, although broad information on the development was obtained 
(see Section 5.2), information gathered was primarily socio-economic information 
from the LA website. As the case study was discontinued, no further information was 
sought. 
5.3.2.4. Consulting the community for the GIVI and TG case studies 
For the GM case study, the questionnaire was sent'to 1200 addresses and achieved a 
response rate of 123 replies, approximately 10%, which is broadly typical of this type 
of survey (Pediaditi et al, 2005b). The LA logo was used on the envelopes containing 
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the questionnaire, making the survey more official and thus potentially improving the 
response rate. 
The report containing the results of the census as presented to the evaluation task 
force is provided in Appendix 5 and discussed in Pediaditi el al (2005b). Interestingly, 
although the site had been publicly announced to be contaminated, this was not 
considered to be an important issue by the community, and perceived health risks as a 
result of the development ranked amongst the lowest concerns. 
As a result of section (e) of the questionnaire, where it was ascertained that some 
community groups felt dissatisfied with the extent they had been consulted, both the 
developer and LA carried out finther consultation. This was with specific community 
groups who had identified themselves, such as the Anglers Association and the 
Cricket Club who expressed particular frustrations. ' 
The value of the open ended questions became evident as the responses provided a 
holistic picture of the aspirations of the community as well as precise concerns which 
could be addressed. For example, one respondent commented on the poor water 
pressure in the locality and expressed concern over the impact additional demand 
resulting from the development would have. This was an issue previously unknown to 
the developer, who was then able to contact the utilities companies in time to ensure 
that appropriate infrastructure and design features were in place to mitigate against 
this problem, potentially making big savings in relation to post-development issue 
identification. 
The GM case study census was eventually incorporated as part of the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI) which came into force prior to the application 
submission and thus enabled the minimisation of expenditure for the purpose of the 
RAF and avoided delays on the behalf of the developer. A community workshop was 
held, which was organised independently by a separate facilitation company which 
provided another opporhinity to apply the quesiionnaire (slightly modified), the 
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results of which were also included in the report handed to participants" (Appendix 
5). 
With regard to the TG case study, although the LA was keen to have the community 
consultation, the developer refused to collaborate for fear of receiving negative 
criticism. Since, at the time of this case study, the SCI requirement had not come into 
force, the LA did not have leverage to demand a community census and thus the RAF 
was discontinued. This emphasises the importance of integrating the RAF into 
regulatory and planning procedures. 
5.3.3 Phase 3: Preparing the Ground 
As identified in Chapters 2 and 4, there is an abundance of directly or indirectly 
relevant existing evaluation procedures, frameworks and guidelines. In Phase 3, the 
lead partner is required to consider collectively all the BRP monitoring information 
provision obligations to ensure that they are appropriately addressed when developing 
the sustainability indicators and to avoid data duplication. For the purpose of the 
RAF, guidance has been developed to enable the identification of individual BRP 
evaluation requirements as well as potentially relevant existing indicators and data 
which could be used (Table 5.5). It is emphasised that not all may be relevant as some 
of these may not exist in certain LAs or may not be relevant to the specific project 
being considered. 
The logic behind the consideration of existing LA relevant indicators is that they 
should essentially reflect policy and, in the case of community strategies, SEA and 
SA should have been subjected to public scrutiny. RICS (2003 p. 1) state: 
'the public sector holds potentially valuable information but again not in a 
format that is always conducive tofacilitate analysis". 
In fact, there are a number of complications with the LA indicators which need to be 
highlighted. Firstly, at the time of this research, planning was undergoing significant 
change which, amongst other things, had added emphasis on monitoring. However, 
I 
when carrying out the research and conducting the case study, significant gaps and 
59 The community workshop was Carried out early on as part of the LA master-plan exercise and thus 
the RAF was not fully developed at the time. However, it would have been preferable if that 
community consultation had been tailored as discussed above to include the RAF workshops. 
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problems were identified with regard to the quality of the data being utilised for LA 
monitoring. The issues identified which should be considered when carrying out 
Phase 3 of the RAF are the following: 
m Lack of consistency of use of indicators; for example, will this indicator be present 
in three years? 
n Lack of knowledge as to who collects the data (different departments within LA 
are responsible for collecting different data; until recently there was no 
centralisation of information). 
m Who developed the indicators, are they relevant to policies and have they been put 
through public scrutiny? 
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Other planning Which assessments are required as part of As above All assessments were included AM assessments were 
application the planning application? within the M included within the Elk 
assessments e. g. Do they specify post-monitoring 
Traffic Impacts requirements? 
assessment 
Other? e. g Code for NA Still to be developed NA NA 
sustainable buildings 
Community Strategy Does the LA have a community strategy? Having reviewed randomly 15 community They were considered but They were as relevant 
Indicators If not does it have an LA21 strategy? strategies, it was identified that the quality in agreed by the group that they and had baselines. 
0 
cc 
Are its indicators consistent? - do they particular of the indicators varied. were not relevant , and lacked 
.2 , 
have baselines? They often report on the LA performance which is baselines. a 
.9 not relevant 
to the development scale. 
2: 1 SEA and SA LDF Has an SEA or SA scoping report been LA are currently in the process of collating existing SEA and SA indicators were SEA and SA indicators 
indicators carried out for the LDF or a relevant area monitoring information for the purpose of SEA and collated for selection in Phase were collated for selection 
cc 
.S 
Man? SA. However, from discussions with policy officers, 5. Policy officer indicated in Phase 5. Report was 
cc What are the indicators/ are they inconsistencies in data collection were an issue. inconsistencies. prepared by private co consistent? (discuss with policy officer) consultants so LA were U) not certain of 
inconsistencies. 
Annuall-DF Has a LDF annual monitoring report been As above. Similar if not identical indicators utilised AMU was in process of AMU was in process of 
monitoring Report prepared? for AMR, SEA and SA. preparation. However, the preparation. However, the 
indicators What are the indicators/ which ones are Indicators can change to reflect specific policies, indicators were almost identical indicators were almost 
consistent? and thus there is an issue of consistency. They are to SEA and SA indicators. identical to SEA and SA 
Cl) U) 0 cc often predetermined by changing governments. indicators. O .Q . r 'D Best 
Value Are the indicators relevant to the state of Best Value performance indicators often focus BVPls focused on LA BVPIs focused on LA 
Performance the environment purely on LA performance in delivering services performance and were performance only and 
indicators Do they only focus on LA performance? If 
' 
rather on reporting on baseline conditions and considered non applicable. were not applicable. 
LU 10 1 
t be used. 1 so 
they shouldn therefore are not always relevant. 
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It is thus strongly recommended that, at least until the 'teething years' of SEA, SA, 
Local Development Framework Annual Monitoring Reports are over, the lead partner 
undertaking Phase 3 of the RAF should communicate with the policy officer 
responsible for these reports. However, once these processes have been established 
and all LAs have collated their monitoring data, Phase 3 should be a simple matter of 
downloading these publicly available documents from the LA website. 
Regarding the identification of relevant sustainability monitoring or assessment 
requirements, it needs to be emphasised that Table 5.5 serves more as a guidance 
checklist as not all these requirements are relevant to all projects. The thinking behind 
this approach is to develop a one stop shop to development monitoring. For 
example, we could consider the case of adevelopment required to undertake an EIA 
and thus having post-monitoring requirements, but at the same time is receiving 
government funding which also requires meeting particular sustainability criteria. The 
RAF in this case would propose the collation of all these requirements so they could 
be addressed collectively, minimising duplication and overlap. This list is not 
claiming to be exhaustive; for example, it is envisaged that the Code for Sustainable 
Buildings will be published in the next year (ODPM, 2005e) and then should be 
considered as part of these assessment requirements. This flexibility has purposely 
been designed into the RAF (following recommendations in Chapter 4) to enable it to 
stay relevant regardless of changes in the planning system and advancements in the 
evaluation and sustainability field. 
5.3.3.1. Preparing the ground for the GIVI and TG case studies 
For the GM case study, the SEA and SA baseline indicators of the scoping report and 
the draft Local Development Framework and Annual Monitoring Report indicators 
were found to be relevant and considered in Phases 5 and 6 (Table 5.5) of the RAF. 
Although a Community Strategy had been developed, it was obvious when examining 
the indicators that they had been developed from the LA health department as 15 
health related indicators were provided and only one on the environment. The SEA 
and SA indicators covered a whole range of issues as they referred to policies and 
government specified sustainability categories. 
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Regarding the GM case study development's existing sustainability monitoring and 
assessment requirements, the development required an EIA, including a traffic impact 
assessment which incorporated a green travel plan with subsequent post-monitoring 
requirements. However, the relevant LA did not a have a development sustainability 
checklist and no government funding monitoring requirements applied to the project. 
Therefore, the RAF monitoring scheme developed as a result of the overall process 
would combine the EIA and traffic impact assessment post-monitoring requirements 
and could make use of the data available from the Local Authority SEA, SA and LDF 
Annual Monitoring Report. 
Phase 3 was also carried out for the TG case study although the identified indicators 
were never used (Table 5.5). What is interesting, however, is the difference between 
the two projects regarding the relevant monitoring requirements. For example, the TG 
case study developer company had internal monitoring indicators which they used for 
their annual Corporate Social Responsibility reports, but these were not detailed 
enough to evaluate the sustainability of the individual development. 'Me difference in 
the quality of the community strategies between the'two authorities was also apparent. 
The TG case study LA community strategy was more holistic and contained baselines 
and benchmarks which would have been relevant to the development. Finally, the TG 
case study LA had an SA and SEA report with baselines and relevant indicators; 
however, following discussions with policy officers, it was identified that the reports 
had been prepared by consultants, and thus detailed knowledge of the consistency of 
indicators and of the departments within the LA which held the data was lacking. 
However, the TG LA pointed out that this was an issue they were dealing with and 
that they would not be contracting this work out in the future. 
Certainly there is a wealth of existing information as well as monitoring obligations 
relevant to BRP which need to be considered when carrying out the RAF. However, 
flexibility to adjust to the particular development requirements and scrutiny of the 
quality and relevance of existing data are also required. Adopting such an approach is 
necessary if the RAF is to adjust to the needs of individual projects, LAs, developers 
and the advancements in the sustainability field as well as new planning requirements. 
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5.3.4. Phase 4: Setting Priorities 
It was established in Chapter 2 that sustainability is a value based concept which is 
difficult to define, operationalise and evaluate. It was concluded that in order to 
develop context specific sustainability indicators, there would have to be a process of 
defining sustainability and its objectives for each proposed development. Therefore, 
Phase 4 is designed to focus on this issue by asking stakeholders to define a 
sustainability vision for the BRP as well as put forward their aspirations and concerns 
regarding the development proposals. 
In Phase 4 the identified evaluation task force (see Phase 1) is brought together in a 
half day workshop where participants are asked to consider the background 
information and community consultation results obiained in Phase 2 and to undertake 
collectively three tasks (Figure 5.1) which are described below. As will become 
apparent, a lot of work needs to be undertaken in a limited period of time by a diverse 
mixture of stakeholders with different backgrounds and vested interests. Therefore, it 
is imperative that the process is co-ordinated by a trained facilitator and that the 
proposed facilitation structure described below is followed. The workshop is divided 
into three sessions to reflect the three tasks, which are described in turn followed by 
the experiences of their application in the GM case study 60 . 
It needs to be highlighted that, prior to commencing the workshop sessions, the 
ground rules need to be stated and in particular the purpose of the workshop agreed 
upon collectively, i. e. the identification of sustainability priorities for the appropriate 
development of indicators rather than negotiation over the nature of the proposed 
development. 
5.3.4.1 Task 1: Identifying a vision, concerns, and benefits 
In Session 1, the evaluation task force should be split up into groups of no more than 
five participants each. Participants are provided with 'post-it-notes' and are required 
to write on them their main individual short- and long-term, concerns, visions and 
benefits for the site and proposed development (Figure 5.4). The post-it-notes should 
11 The GM is the only case study which carried out the remaining RAF process as TG discontinued in 
Phase 3. 
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be placed by individuals after group discussions into themes on posters, for example, 
design visions, employment visions, environmental visions (see Figure 5.5). ('are 
should be taken to ensure that in the smaller groups there is a mix between private and 
public sector participants. A combined carousel and nietaplan I'acilitation technique"' 
is proposed in order to enable all participants to view what others participants have 
stated and to add to them where they feel appropriate. 
Figure 5.4. Participants in groups identifying visions for the site, concerns and benefits 
Following this exercise, every group makes a presentation on each of the topics; i. e. 
on the main concerns, the main benefits and the main visions for the pro. lect emerging 
from the exercise, based on the PoSt_itS62. Participants are asked to state both their 
long-term concerns and benefits as well as the short terni ones. Short term, for the 
purpose of this exercise, is defined as the construction period ofthe development. The 
individual comments made on post-its at the workshop and the main points of the 
presentations should be recorded by the facilitator and presented in a report in Phase 5 
of the RAF. At this point, the results of the community consultation should be 
presented and the table opened for discussion. The evaluation task force should then 
consider the difference in the views presented by the community and those of the 
group. Based on the discussion, agreement should be reached on a few main benefits 
which must be ensured and concerns which need to be monitored. 
" Carousel, is a common tacilitation technique used to enable participants to undertake more than one 
task, answer more than one question in one workshop session. Participants need to rotate to differcnt 
stations (within a room) to read what other participants have commented . 
lor example on post-it-notes. 
and make their own contribution. Metaplan is the facilitation technique described using post-its on 
posters which arc then grouped in themes. See F. nvironmental Council 2002 fi)r a description ol'thesc 
general facilitation techniques. Please note that processes have been niodilied by author lor the purpose 
of the RAF. 
62 All participants get to comment on all topics but only present one according to the collective results. 
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Figure 5.5. Individual's visions put into themes by groups 
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5.3.4.2. Task 2: Prioritising Sustainability Objectives 
In Session 2, bearing in mind the results of' Session 1, a priorit'sation exercise"' of' 
general sustainability objectives should he undertaken. Thcsc stistainahility oh. jectives 
(Table 5.6) are an adaptation of the objectives presented by Dair and Williams (2004) 
(Box 2.1) which were originally based on the government sustamahilitý ohjectiýes 
but modified to reflect BRP issues. 
Table 5.6 Sustainability objectives to be used in session 2. (Adapted from Dair and 
Williams, 2004) 
Social Objectives Environmental Objectives Economic Objectives 
To provide adequate local services To minimise the use of resources To enable businesses to be efficient 
to serve the development and competitive 
To provide a safe environment for To minimise pollution and To provide employment 
people to work and live in remediate existing contamination opportunities 
To provide housing to meet needs To protect biodiversity and the To promote the local economy 
natural environment 
integrate the development within To protect the landscape To provide transport infrastructure 
the locality to meet business needs 
To provide good accessibility for all To protect heritage and historic To support local business diversity 
buildings 
Posters with economic, social and environmental sustainability objectives should he 
presented and participants provided with sticky dots to state their priorities (Figure 
0 Prioritisation refiers to the facilitation technique using sticky dots to matc prd'erence or importance 
(Environment Council, 2002). 
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5.6)64. Participants must prioritise between objectives within each ob. lective category 
to ensure that, say, economic issues do not take precedence over environmental, thus 
minimising the opportunity for trade-offs between the three pillars 01' SLIstainahility, 
something identified as an issue by Owens and Cowell (2002), particularly in 
property-led regeneration projects (I lenderson, 2004). 
This should be followed by a presentation of the results of' the sarne prioritisation 
exercise undertaken by community consultation respondents and sustainability 
objectives of the LA Community Strategy (see Section 3.3). This process allows the 
evaluation task force to clearly see whether there are differences between their 
sustainability priorities and those of the community. Open discussion should follow 
and an agreement reached over the main sustainability objectives. At the end of' this 
session, the evaluation task force should combine the themes of session I as well as 
the agreed priority sustainability objectives identified in session 2 to derive a list of 
site specific sustainability objectives for which they feel indicators should be 
developed. 
Figure 5.6 Prioritisation of sustainability objectives 
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64 participants are asked to write their individual priorities on a piece of'paper prior to placing the sticky 
dots on the poster, to minimise their views being influenced by other participants views. 
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5.3.4.3. Task 3: Agreeing on the nature of the evaluation- (procedural Issues) 
In Session 3, practical aspects have to be addressed with regard to the nature and 
function of the fmal indicators. Task 3 consists of an exercise whereby workshop 
participants are presented with an indicator selection criteria checklist and are asked 
to individually rank the criteria (see Appendix 6). An open table discussion should 
follow to arrive at a mutual agreement about the nature of the indicators. In addition 
practical issues must be discussed such as: Who should manage the monitoring 
process? Who should collect the data? Who should utilise the results? This is 
important as the answers will in turn affect the nature of the indicators and, according 
to Patton (1986), will help introduce realism into the developed evaluation strategy 
and thus increase its practicality, feasibility and ultimately its utility. This task 
completes Phase 4, and the facilitator is responsible for writing up the results in a 
report to be circulated to the group. However, it is important to see how Phase 4 of the 
RAF worked in practice when implemented at the GM case study. 
5.3.4.4. Identifying a vision, concerns and benefits of the GM case study 
According to the non-participant observer, 'session I ran smoothly with participants 
dealing well with the task in hand and a lot of interaction and conversation going on'. 
The session resulted in a few main themes being developed which participants 
thought were in line with the community consultation results and which they 
perceived required evaluation. By utilising a carousel and metaplan technique, a 
number of points were achieved. Firstly, participants had the freedom to express their 
'individual concerns and visions' on post-its but then the discussion following the 
consideration of the community survey results moved to 'group concerns and visions'. 
5.3.4.5. Prioritising sustainability objectives of the GM case study 
Eight main priority sustainability objectives were developed which participants 
agreed reflected the sustainability issues and objectives which should be monitored 
and against which the development proposals should be assessed (Box 5.1). The 
prepared report which includes the results of this session is presented in Appendix 7. 
Interestingly, the evaluation task force was surprised to see the difference in their and 
the community's priorities. However, in some cases the councillor expanded on the 
issues and clarified some of the themes emerging from the community consultation, 
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which were then incorporated into the 8 priority objectives (Box 5.1). For example, 
through the community survey, reduction of crime was identified as a priority. 
However, members in the evaluation task force reported that crime rates were actually 
decreasing. The councillor explained this phenomenon by pointing out that perceived 
crime was in fact an issue in the community and that residents, mainly elderly people, 
felt threatened by teenagers and thus were concerned about the building of the high- 
school. Additionally, contamination was not considered as an issue by the community 
(See Pediaditi et al, 2005b and Appendix 5), but the evaluation task force felt that 
none the less it should be carefully assessed. This points out the importance of having 
public representation in the evaluation task force as well as professionals. 
Box 5.1. GIVI case study development priority sustainability objectives 
i. Improved image and integration of the area in terms of architecture, design and social 
aspect as well as the combination of all. 
A safe environment for people to work and live in. 
Improved education in terms of academic achievement and infrastructure and design. 
Improved local economy, particularly with regard to small businesses and the creation 
of quality employment opportunifies. 
Improved mix between housing and businesses as well as types of housing. The need 
to create a new housing balance -a property ladder enabling people to stay in the area. 
Improved blodiversity in terms of habitat creation and water management. 
7. Improved accessibility (traffic management and transport links). 
8. Ensure safety with regard to contamination. 
5.3.4.6. Agreeing on the nature of the evaluation and procedural Issues In the 
GIVI case study 
During the case study trial, it was swiftly realised that it was inappropriate to carry out 
this exercise on an individual basis. The non-participant observer stated 'participants 
found it hard to choose one criterion over another'. Comments like: 'it depends' 'we 
need to put this into context' 'it is hard to chobse they are all important' were 
recorded. Therefore, an open table discussion of the various characteristics of 
indicators (presented in Appendix 6) was carried out, focusing on which elements 
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should be used to select indicators in Phase 5. Due to the different backgrounds of 
people attending, such as engineers and planners, consensus was not achieved with 
regard to a particular criterion. However, participants realised the differences in their 
perceptions and understanding of monitoring. Therefore, consensus was achieved for 
the use of different types of indicators, i. e. qualitative versus quantitative depending 
on the issue in question. For example, it was agreed that issues such as contamination 
would have to utilise strictly scientific and quantitative indicators whereas qualitative 
indicators would be more suitable for community issues such as the perception of 
crime. 
No conclusions were reached about who would conduct and fund the monitoring. 
However the evaluation task group agreed to collaborate and share responsibilities. 
The use of existing LA data where appropriate was also approved. The session 
concluded with the evaluation task force agreeing to revisit the issue in the final 
workshop. 
5.3.5. Phase 5: Designing the indicators 
In this phase, all the information collated from previous phases is considered for the 
purpose of developing an initial set of long-term sustainability indicators as well as 
the selection of sustainability criteria for the assessment of the development 
proposals. Due to the limited time realistically available for the RAF process, this 
phase should preferably be undertaken in a meeting between the lead partner, his/her 
planning consultant and relevant DC and policy officers, should the RAF be applied at 
the design phase of its life cycle. Additionally, where time permits, this exercise could 
initially be undertaken utilising electronic consultation techniques and provided to all 
participants for comment prior to the meeting. In *each case, accountability and the 
need for information sharing remains with the wider stakeholder group. 
Phase 5 is divided into three distinct questions: 
a) What is already monitored? 
b) What do we want to monitor? 
c) What indicators monitor this? 
These questions require the following material in order to be answered: 
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" The Phase 3 list of relevant indicators and monitoring requirements collated using 
checklist (Table 5.5); 
" The updated potential EIA post-monitoring requirements (when relevant); 
" The stakeholder ratified Phase 4 results report, which contains agreed priority 
sustainability objectives for which indicators should be developed (Appendix 7); 
" The complete SEEDA or relevant Regional Development Authority development 
sustainability checklist; 
" The RESCUE remediation sustainability criteria, when relevant65 (Appendix 8). 
The meeting is divided into two sessions: the first consists of identifying development 
proposal sustainability assessment criteria, the second deals with the long-term 
monitoring indicator development. Each session is now described followed by an 
account of what happened with the GM case study. 
5.3.5.1 Session 1: Selecting BRP sustainability assessment criteria 
In Session I the thematic topics or priority sustainability objectives identified in Phase 
4 (e. g. Box 5.1) requiring development evaluation and monitoring are put to the group 
for consideration throughout the whole meeting. The SEEDA development 
sustainability checklist, which contains a number of predefined sustainability criteria, 
is put forward to the group for the selection of griteria which are relevant to the 
specific BRP's sustainability objectives determined in Phase 4. Additionally, the 
RESCUE contaminated land criteria are put forward for consideration of the 
contamination sustainability objective, where relevant, as the SEEDA checklist does 
not cover this issue in detail. 
Although the SEEDA checklist contains pre-specified criteria, it is provided for the 
following reasons (see Chapter 3): 
-It considers the development as a whole rather than purely building performance; 
-It provides benclunarks relevant to policy and government guidance; 
-It addresses bolistically environmental, social and economic issues; 
-it requires a justification of the attributed benchmark performance; 
-Criteria are transparent and use of the checklist is free. 
That is when remediation of contamination has been identified as a priority sustainability objective. 
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Additionally, it was established that the SEEDA checklist was in the process of being 
launched throughout the regions and was being aimed for use by LAs, and thus would 
provide a standardised basis for which sustainability evaluations could be carried out. 
Although the SEEDA checklist has an interactive website in which a development can 
be scored and overall performance results provided based on pre-set criteria 
weightings, the web based element of this tool is not used through the RAF but only 
the criteria. This weighted web-based method is not endorsed by the author and 
therefore a paper version of the checklist is used for participants to choose criteria 
which are context specific. 
In summary, session I requires of participants to identify, whilst taking into account 
the agreed sustainability objectives of Phase 4, relevant criteria from the SEEDA and 
RESCUE checklist for consideration by the whole group in Phase 6. It should be 
highlighted that at this Phase 5 meeting and at the Phase 6 workshop there is the 
flexibility and opporhmity to add additional criteria where considered relevant. 
5.3.5.2. Session 2: Developing long-term BRP sustainability Indicators 
Session 2 involves the development of indicators to monitor the long-term 
sustainability of the development. Again the Phase 4 sustainability objectives should 
be put forward for consideration; i. e. the question: 'What do we want to monitorT 
together with the list of existing indicators identified in Phase 3 which deal with the 
question of 'what is already monitored'. The main task of session 2 involves the 
group initially identifying which of the Phase 3 indicators are relevant by theme to the 
sustainability objectives, so asking the question: 'What indicators monitor thisT. 
Participants are then asked to examine in more * 
detail the chosen indicators and 
identify whether they are relevant in scale, timing etc, and whether additional 
indicators are required. 
The result of this process should be a draft report which describes the process 
undertaken including a list of sustainability assessment criteria and long-term 
indicators developed. This draft report should be presented to the whole stakeholder 
group for further deliberation. The report should provide specific questions for 
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stakeholders to consider (Appendix 9; see Boxes 5.2 and 5.3 for example of 
questions) regarding each criterion and indicator. Individual consultations on the 
report should be provided to the facilitator prior to the commencement of the 
workshop. The facilitator should collate the consultations and present comments at the 
Phase 6 workshop. 
5.3.5.3. Selecting BRP sustainability assessment criteria for the GM case study 
The results of carrying out this session were interesting, with group members 
identifying which SEEDA criteria reflected the eight sustainability objectives (Box 
5.1), but indicating difficulty in selecting or evaluating the contaminated land 
RESCUE indicators. It was thus agreed by the group that the selection should be 
undertaken by the LA contaminated land officer and examined by the private 
contaminated land consultants. Only the education relevant objective (Box 5.1) was 
found to be excluded from the SEEDA checklist and therefore the use of the 
BREEAM standard for schools was proposed. Participants expressed content with the 
SEEDA checklist, particularly its reference to planning policies. However, it was felt 
that some of the criteria could not be determined at an early outline planning 
permission stage. 
5.3.5.4. Developing long-term BRP sustainability indicators 
The above process was followed for the case siudy, and although a number of 
indicators from the Phase 3 collated list were identified as relevant, additional 
indicators were also proposed. In some cases it was felt that the scale of the indicators 
was too large to reflect changes occurring as a result of the development. Therefore it 
was suggested that the baseline of certain indicators is utilised as a benchmark, and 
that more site-specific data collection is undertaken. Moreover, when selecting 
indicators the policy officer was questioned by the group about the likelihood of the 
particular indicators being in use in ten years time, for example. This discussion was 
very useful in ensuring continuity and availability of data in the long-term. 
Having reviewed a number of SEA, SA and Local Development Framework relevant 
indicators, it is recognised that these issues may be present in many of the cases where 
the RAF is applied. It is thus emphasised that there needs to be a group collective 
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decision with regard to the suitability of indicators and consideration of scale, 
baselines and likely continuity, apart from relevance. 
5.3.6. Phase 6: Putting it all together 
In this phase, the evaluation task force meets for the final half-day workshop in order 
to deliberate on the proposed indicators and assessfiient criteria to agree on a final set 
and a monitoring strategy. All stakeholders at the time of the workshop should have 
had the opportunity to provide their individual feedback and thus the aim of this 
process is to enable deliberation and agreement on a final version. To achieve this 
Phase 6 is divided into three structured and facilitated sessions described below. 
5.3.6.1. Agreeing on sustainability criteria and Indicators 
In Sessions I and 2a combined Nominal Group Technique" (NGT) and carousel are 
recommended: the workshop stakeholders are divided into groups of four and seated 
at different tables. Each table requires a stationary participant (dubbed 'the station 
master') who is selected based on his/her knowledge of the particular sustainability 
objective. For example, if the sustainability objective is 'effective transport 
management', the station master should ideally be either a LA highways officer or the 
transport private consultant. The station master's role is to facilitate the answering of 
the questions (Boxes 5.2 and 5.3) with the rotating group participants (Figure 5.7) and 
then to collate and present the conclusions to the whole group at the end of each 
session. This exercise can be imagined as a type of speed dating (participants' 
description) (see Figure 5.7). At each rotation, the new group guided by the station 
master needs to answer the questions listed in Boxes 5.2 and 5.3 for each of the 
presented long-term indicators and criteria, and to make a final selection as well as 
propose any alternative indicators. The rotations ensure that all stakeholders, except 
the station masters, get to discuss the indicators for all sustainability objectives. 
" NGT is a facilitation process whereby participants are seated into groups and have to discuss 
amongst themselves and carry out tasks like prioritisation exercises, and then report back to the whole 
group at the end of the exercise. It is a method used for detail6i tasks; see Environment Council, 
(2002). Ile NGT has been modified as described in the text to suite the purposes of the RAF. 
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Box 5.2 Task and questions to be tackled by stakeholders in Session I of Phase 6 
Task for Stakeholders: 
Review long-term indicators presented by answering the following questions in the 
task boxes. DA = I)isaqree, N= Neutral, A= Aqree. 
Indicator Review Criteria OA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful i. e. provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making? 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost ef f ective? 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A Comments 
Is the monitoring task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the data collection 
tim4o7g is appropriate? 
Do you think the sample 
representative? 
Do you agree with the stated 
benchmarA-s; P 
Do you agree with the additional 
Informatlon collected or do you think 
there should be more? 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Box 5.3. Task and questions to be tackled by stakeholders in Session 2 of Phase 6 
Task for Stakeholders: 
Review the sustainability criteria presented by answering the following questions 
presented in the task boxes. I)A = Disagree, N= Neutral, A= Agree 
Indicator Peview Criteria bA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterion's 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning Detailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development? 
(circle appropriate answer) 
tw you have any other comments? 
Figure 5.7 Participation technique proposed for Sessions 1 and 2 of Phase 6 
Groups of rotating Topics 5&6 
stakeholders. 4 
rotabons/group 
90 
00 
0 
0 
Thematic topic 1 and 2 
W Station Master collates answers from groups 
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Attention should be paid to time keeping and to ensuring that each team lias a 11lix ()I 
private and public sector participants. Station masters can change between sessions I 
and 2. It is also very important that ground rules are agreed collectively, including 
agreement on the purpose of the workshop at the onset (see Section 5.3.4). Having 
completed the rotations ensuring that all participants have selected long-tcrin 
indicators and provided comments on all priority sustainability objectives, station 
masters should make a short presentation on the collective results and these should be 
recorded by the facilitator. The floor is then opened to discussion, FocLising 
particularly on any areas of disagreement. 
5.3.6.2. Session 3: Agreeing on the procedural issues 
Finally, in Session 3, a simple NGT exercise should be carried out requiring 
participants to answer in groups the questions in Box 5.4, to be followed by in open 
discussion. Each participant however has a questionnaire with the same questions to 
answer individually. Session 3 is sensitive in nature, as it deals with funding and 
resource issues, so it is appropriate to enable each participant to express their views in 
writing to ensure that dominant participants do not influence decisions. 
Box 5.4 Questions to consider in Session 3 of Phase 6 
Task for Stakeholders: Answer the following questions. 
Question 1: 
please select preferred option: 
1. The developer should be responsible for the preparation of the monitoring report as 
well as the surveys and for obtaining and collating information from the LA. 
2. The developer should put some money aside for the surveys and monitoring 
frameworks, yet it is the LA responsibility to analyse the data and write the 
monitoring reports ( this can also be undertaken by obtaining consultant help) 
Question 2: 
Should the results of the assessment of the development based on these criteria be reported 
in a sustainability assessment to be handed into LA for consideration with the. FýIA itild 
planning application? 
Question 3: 
How public should the results of the assessment and monitoring surveys be made? Should 
they be made available to the local community or should they be used purely to inform LA, 
regional and other relevant government bodies. 
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5.3.6.3. Agreeing on sustainability criteria and Indicators: the GIVI case study 
When carrying out Session I for the case study, Ibng-term indicators were selected 
and alterations and comments made on the data collection strategy. In some cases 
individuals were aware of more suitable or more robust existing indicators which 
could be utilised; for example the education representative knew that school specific 
data could be provided at no extra cost rather than using the general school Borough 
data. 
When carrying out Session 2, participants identified a number of SEEDA criteria for 
each sustainability objective but also requested ftirther data to be included within the 
EIA. An issue identified in Phase 5, regarding the lack of available information to 
determine some of the SEEDA criteria, was also underlined by the evaluation task 
force in this phase. Participants felt that certain criteria were important and should be 
included in the assessment, but could not be determined at the outline planning 
application phase. It was collectively agreed at the open discussion stage that the 
identified criteria relevant to the detailed planning application phase of the 
development should remain in the sustainability assessment to ensure that they are 
considered at the reserved matters stage. 
5.3.6.4. Session 3: Results of the GIVI case study 
During Session 3, all of the case study participants agreed that the developer would 
fund the long-term monitoring and that S 106 agreements would be drawn to ensure its 
realisation. However, it was agreed that the developer would not be responsible for 
carrying out or overseeing the monitoring. That would be the responsibility of the LA 
which proposed hiring consultants for this task. Both parties agreed to make 
monitoring and sustainability assessment results public through the LA. The detailed 
results of Phase 6 of the case study and essentially the end result of the process are 
presented in Appendix 10. 
To summarise, it has been demonstrated and described how the RAF works in 
practice. The process has 6 distinct phases and is flexible in approach enabling the 
development of a context specific evaluation strategy. However, it is important to 
consider whether and how the evaluation strategy developed was actually enforced 
and the results used (Section 5.4). 
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5A Enforcing and using the results of the RAF 
As the main aim of the RAF is for its results to. be used, it is imperative that the 
potential use of the evaluation results and information is specified. Therefore, in Table 
5.7 recommendations are provided as to how the various results of the RAF can be 
utilised. It is emphasised that these are only guidelines and may not be relevant to all 
BRPs. The results of the different RAF Phases are listed below and can be utilised for 
different purposes (Table 5-7). When examining Table 5.7 it becomes apparent that 
the RAF utilises existing processes and feeds into different types of decision making. 
A core element of the RAF is its integration with the EIA and SEA process which is 
illustrated in Figure 5.8. From Figure 5.8 it is established that integration between the 
EIAI SEA and RAF processes is twofold. Firstly, integration occurs from the use of 
information obtained through the EIA and SEA to inform to RAF, such as baseline 
data and existing indicators. Secondly, the RAF provides the mechanism to inform 
and structure decision making, during the short term development planning phase, but 
also provides long term information feedback to the SEA process, through the results 
obtained from the monitoring. However, how the integration illustrated in Table 5.7 
and Figure 5.8 is achieved becomes more apparent with the presentation of the case 
study results below. Tberefore, in Section 5.4.1, the range of indicators and 
assessment criteria selected as a result of the RAF process are presented followed by 
an explanation of how these results were used and enforced through the planning 
application decision making process. 
Table 5.7. Use of RAF results 
RAF Results/outputs Potential Application/Use 
Community census As part of requirements for Statement of Community Involvement. 
Results of census could feed Into a social impact assessment. 
Sustainability Results of the Sustainability Assessment based on these criteria could be handed in as: 
Assessment Criteria aa stand alone supplementary document to the application form, or 
@ as pad of an EIA. 
Long-term n The indicators need to be enforced through S1 06 agreements . 
Sustainability - They can be detailed In a separate document or if relevant within the EIA post- 
Monitoring indicators monitoring section. 
Results of monitoring can be reviewed by policy officer to Inform policy reviews as well 
as other participants to Inform future planning application decision making and 
recommendations regarding S 106 agreements. 
Results should be made available to the public. 
If monitoring strategy includes indicators required from project funders, report should 
be made available to them. 
Site and development - This information is required to support the planning application, or 
information. - The site and project description sections of an EIA 
Phas. - 4 identified @ Feed into EIA scoping report, identification and agreement on significant impacts 
main concerns and requiring a detailed assessment. 
benefits 
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5.4.1. Enforcing and using the RAF results - the GM Case study 
This section explains how the different results and outputs of the RAF were utilised in 
the GM case study. The RAF community census formed part of the Statement of 
Community Involvement for the development, as further consultation was sought by 
the developer following the review of the results. Additionally, information from the 
community census was included within the socio-economic impact assessment. 
When participants were faced with the results of the community census and the 
identified sustainability objectives for the development (Phase 4), it was agreed that a 
socio-economic impact assessment should be included within the EIA. As a result of 
Phase 4, agreement was achieved about the significant impact areas which the EIA 
would have to address by carrying out detailed impact assessments (Scoping opinion 
agreement). This illustrates that in practice the development and planning process is 
not as linear as may be implied by the literature ý7 and often involves an iterative 
process of re-examining issues based on new evidence. The RAF allows for this. For 
example, an EIA scoping decision may not have been provided until detailed effect 
assessments are already underway, which can lead to delays or waste of resources 
from carrying out assessments which are not necessarily required. When interviewed, 
the private planning consultant of the development stated: 
'there is a tendency in EIA to carry out det6iled assessments of all effects and 
not only of significant ones, in fear that additional assessments will be 
required later on in the planning application process which would result in 
project delays'. 
The RAF mitigates against this issue by enabling a joint consensus on the significant 
impact areas which would require a detailed invest. igation early on in the application 
process. 
The site and development information, required as part of Phase 2 of the 
development, was obtained by the EIA consultants and architect and comprised of the 
information being collated for the purposes of the EIA project and site description. 
However, it is recognised that clauses for more site socio-economic information 
should supplement the description of the environment, as recommended in Tables 5.3 
and 5.4. 
11 See for example Figure 2.1 for a simplified illustration of the planning process 
202 
Having identified and agreed on a set of SEEDA sustainability assessment criteria and 
performance benchmarks, these were provided to the relevant developer's consultants, 
for example transport criteria to the transport consultant, design criteria to the 
architect. Consultants were then requested to establish the proposed development's 
performance using the SEEDA benchmarks. By design, the SEFDA sustainability 
criteria require those carrying out the assessment to justify the performance scores 
they allocate for each criterion (see Box 5.6 for an example of the justifications 
required for each SEEDA criterion). This process thus enhances transparency and 
provides an additional layer of scrutiny of the developments performance results, 
elements which were found to be problematic in Chapter 4. Results from all relevant 
consultants were then collated and introduced as a distinct sustainabifity assessment 
chapter within the EIS. The performance results for each of the eight SLIstainability 
objectives were collated and presented in the form of bar charts, clearly indicating the 
overall development performance (see Figures 5.9 to 5.12 and Boxes 5.5 to 5.7 for 
GM results). This is recommended to enable EIS reviewers (e. g. councillors) to 
undertake a rapid appraisal, yet be provided with the detailed information of the 
assessment should they wish it. The selected indicators and assessment results are 
presented below, for illustrative purposes only. They consist of the case study 
participants' selection rather than the author's and their appropriateness is discussed 
in Chapter 6. 
Figure 5.9. GM case study results obtained for the sustainability assessment of 
objective 1. (see appendix 10 for complete criteria description and benchmarks) 
0 best practice 
11 good practice 
m rrýimimurn 
Sustainability Objective 1: Improved Image and integration of the 
area in terms <)f architecture design and social aspects as wall as 
a 
-o 
(4 
the combination of all 
CL 
CL 
Wi r 
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Box 5.5 GM case study results for Sustainability objectives 2 and 3 
Objective 2: To provide a safe environment for people to work and live in. 
Objective What% of buildings has been designed to'Secure By Design' or equivalent standards? 
Minimum: 
Question 3. (9) < 60% 
Good Practice: 
60-80% 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Best Practice: 
> 80% 
The Greater Manchester Police Architectural Liaison Officer has been engaged pre-application to 
Justification advise on crime prevention/'secure 
by design' across the entirety of the site. 
Objective 3: Improved education in terms of academic achievement and infrastructure 
and design. 
The SEEDA sustainability does not make reference specifically to schools especlallý 
with regard to academic achievement. However, there are standards for school 
environmental performance and design, namely the BREEAM School Standard, 
which should be met; see: http: //www. breeam. orv, /schools. htmi not included in this 
report. This is an assessment tool in itself and incorporates a number of criteria 
referred to above. The school element of the development is proposed to be 
designed to achieve at least a 'very good' BREEAM rating. The BREEAM School 
Standard is intended to help schools and LEAs to set environmental targets for new 
and refurbished school buildings and serve as a useful tool for dernonstrating the 
environmental performance of desions. 
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Figure 5.10. GM case study results for sustainability objective 4 
M Best Practice 
0 Good Practioe 
M Mnimum 
Sustainability Objective 4: Improved local economy, In particular vAth 
regard to small businesses and the creation of quality employment 
Box 5.6. GM results for sustainability objective 5 
Objective 5: Improved mix between housing and businesses as well as types of 
housing. The need to create a new housing balance -a property ladder, enabling 
people to stay in the area. 
Sustainability To attract a diverse new community that reflects the surrounding demographic trends 
criterion 5.1 
Has a statement been prepared explaining how the development contributes to the required mix of 
housing for the area, in terms of type, size, tenure and reflecting the needs of the current and 
prospective community demographics? Targets/ 
Benchmark 
One issue addressed Minimum: 
Two issues addressed. 
Good Practice: 
Best Practice: All issues addressed 
N 
Justificatim 
The Design Statement and Overview Statement provide a clear indication of a range of house 
types, sizes and tenures to reflect the needs of the local community and provide choice - 1,2/3 
bed flats, 2/3 bed terraced houses, 2 bed semi-detached houses, 3 bed semi-detached house 
and 3 and 4 bed detached houses - effectively creating a property ladder. 
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Sc4.1 contribution Sc4.2 Promote Sc4.3 attract Sc4.4 create Sc4.5 
tosustainable business growth invard investmerd additional Encouragement of 
econorric vitality perrnanent jobs start up & 
expanding 
business 
Figure S. 11. GM case study results for sustainability objective 6 
1 Sustainability Objective 6: Improve biodiversity in terms of habitat 
M Best Practice 
[3 Good Practice 
M Mnimum 
(3 Non-confirmable 
Figure 5.12. GM case study results for sustainability objective 7 
Sustainability Objective 7: Improved accessibility (traffic management 
& transport links) 
e Best Practice 
I Good Practice 
i Mnimum 
3 Non-conf ýmsble 
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Box 5.7 GM case study results using RESCUE criteria for objective 8 
Objective 8: Ensure safety with regard to contamination 
The following criteria have been selected by the stakeholders, from a list of'criteria 
presented in a sustainability assessment tool recently developed by the F uropean 
research consortium RESCUE which looks at the sustainability ofcontarninated site 
reclamation. 
Project Monitoring and Description of the monitoring system pu( in place, objectives, use of indicators, 
evaluation periodicity , timing and what action to be taken if problem is identified. 
Has the project identified Yes. 
the risks and the The site investigation was devised and conducted in accordance with accepted 
mitigation measures to be protocols (BS5930: 1999 Code of Practice for Site Investigations and 
put in place to reduce the BS10175: 2001 Investigation ofpotentiallycontarninated sites-Code of practice) 
human health and 
environment risks 
Tier I Qualitative Risk Assessment of soils and groundwater has been undeitaken 
associated with exposure 
in accordance with accepted UK approach to contamination (Environment 
to hazardous substances? 
Agency/DEFRA Contaminated Land Exposure Assessments) to indicate the 
presence/absence of contamination for appropriate end-uses of the site. This is 
based on sou rc e-pathway- receptor analysis for the determination of contamination. 
Elevated concentrations of metals and hydrocarbons have been identified at the 
site. 
An extended Hazardous Gas monitoring programme has been undertaken to 
determine the "characteristic situation" and gas control measures required, 
Controlled waste has been identified in an unconfined landfill. 
Tier I Assessment has indicated a requirement for Tier 2 Quantitative Risk 
Assessment in respect of the potential risk to controlled waters and human health 
from elevated concentrations hydrocarbon in soils and groundwater 
Tier 2 QRA has devised site specific target concentrations to be protective of' 
human health and controlled waters. 
A remedial strategy has been devised for the site to reduce the risks associated with 
the proposed end uses to an acceptable level. The remedial strategy will he 
accepted by the Local Authority Environmental Services Department (I lurnan 
Health) and the Environment Agency (Controlled Waters) 
Remedial measures include 
" Ex-situ remediation of hydrocarbon impacted soils in order to minitnise 
waste materials. 
" Placement of capillary break layers and clean cover (to BRE Standards) 
to break pollutant linkages. 
" Basic Hazardous Gas control measures to buildings, 
Will the project include on Yes 
going remediation 
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Project Monitoring and Description of the monitoring systern put in place, objectives, use of indicators, 
evaluation periodicity , timing and what action to be taken if problem Is identified. 
performance verification Remedial works will be supervised by a qualificd engineer to ensure: 
in terms of cost, efficiency 
and schedule in order to 0 
Verification that requirements of the remedial strategy are adhered to. 
reduce corresponding 0 Effectiveness of remedial techniques. 
risks? 0 Validation of site specific target concentrations of remedial works 
0 Validation testing of site won and imported materials to ensure fitness for 
purpose. 
0 Verification of cover system and thicknesses. 
0 Quality Assurance and Quality Control of Gas Control measure..,,. 
Will the project include No 
post validation Performance validation during the remediation stage is considered to satisfactorily 
remediation performance safeguard end users from potential risks. 
verification in terms of 
cost, efficiency and 
schedule to measure the 
success of the remediation 
process? 
Will the project include a Yes 
risk management Qualitative and Quantitative risk assessment is based upon published toxicological 
framework involving 
data (EA/Defra TOX reports) for key contaminants with an assessment of intake 
identification planning and 
values from identified pathways. Where possible published soil guideline values 
a minimisation plan? have been adopted, however where necessary site specific values will be 
determined using toxicological data where necessary in order to ensure that risks to 
end users of the site are reduced to an acceptable level. 
Will the project consider Yes. 
the key environmental The following legislation has been considered: 
legislation related to the 
industrial sites ( IPPC, 9 BS5930: 1999 Code of 
Practicefor Site Investigations 
EIA), treatment of 0 BS 10175: 2001 Investigation ofpolentially contaminated sites- Code of 
contaminated land, energy 
practice. 
a Parl IIA of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 "Thc Contaminated 
efficiency, waste Land Regime" 
minimisation and 
0 Planning Policy Statement 23: Annex 2 Development on Land. lffi, clcd 
pollution control bli, Contamination 
(EMAS)? 0 EA/Defra Contaminated Land Exposure Assessments, CLR7,9,9,10 
(2002), 
0 EA Science Report P5-090/TR3 (2005). The UK approachfor evaluating 
human health risksftorn petroleum hydrocarhons in soils. 
0 NHBC Standards (1999). 
The primary aim of the remedial strategy is to ensure waste ininimisation at the site 
during remedial works through: 
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Project Monitoring and Description of the monitoring system put in place, objectives, use of indicators, 
evaluation periodicity , timing and what action to be taken if problern is identified. 
" Reclamation ot'suitable nialcrials tot rc-usc 
" Re-use of demolition material on-site. 
" Composting of vegetation/topsoil for re-use. 
Has the project used Yes 
decision support tools to The cover requirements for contaminated soils have been deviscd in accoldancc 
assist in environmental with BRE 465 (2004) "Cover systems for land regeneration- thickness ofcover 
decision making 
systems for contaminated land" 
(characterisation strategy, 
remediation techniques 
Gas Risk Assessments have been conducted in accordance with CIRIA Report 149 
etc)? 
'Protecting Development from Methane' (1995) and Wilson and Card 1999 
"Reliability and Risk in Gas Protection Design". Ground Engineering. 
The long-term indicators agreed upon in Phase 6 were detailed as part of the post- 
monitoring requirements of the EIS in a separate section, for the purpose of 
facilitating a S106 to cover all post-monitoring requirements. This method was 
recommended following Tinker et al (2005) and the results obtained from interviews 
(Chapter 4) whereby some interviewees stated that ofien proposed measures such as 
EIA post-monitoring requirements are omitted from S106 agreements because they 
are dispersed throughout the EIS. Boxes 5.8 and 5.9 present the long-term indicators 
developed as a result of the RAF. For details regarding benchmarks, data collection, 
sampling and timing see Appendix 10. 
Participants agreed that the results would be made available to the public and 
proposed the use of the standard LA publicity channels such as the LA website aiid 
bulletins. There was consensus that the results of the indicators, once obtained, wotild 
be circulated to all involved participants and would be reviewed in detail by the policy 
officer with regard to existing policies and overarching LA indicator trends. Because 
the BRP long-term indicators are essentially based on LA SA and SEA indicators, 
they can use the same baseline. It is therefore possible from the results obtained to 
determine if the development with regard to a specific issue (for example perception 
of crime) is perfon-ning better or worse than the Borough as a whole. It could 
subsequently be determined whether the specific policies enforced which influenced 
the nature of the development (at that time) are having the desired outcome or require 
modification. 
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Box 5.8 GIVI case study long-term Indicators developed for objectives I to 7 (see 
appendix 10 for details)* 
*Please note that in this box are not included the indicators proposed for EIA and TIA 
post monitoring- rather only the indicators created specifically for the RAF. 
Sustainability Objective 1: Improved image of the area In terms of 
architecture, design and social aspects as well as the combination of all. 
-Indicator: % of residents whofeel their neighbo. urhood has got worse in the last 
two years. 
Sustainability Objective 2: To provide a safe environment for people to work 
and live in. 
-Indicators: a) % ofsite residents and neighbouring residents surveyed who feel 
fairly safe' or 'very safe' after dark whilst outside in their neighbourhood or the 
ELPMsite. 
b) % ofsite residents and neighbouring residents surveyed who feel 'fairly safe' 
or 'very safe'during the day whilst outside in their neighbourhood or the ELPM 
site. 
Sustainability Objective 3. Improved education in terms of academic 
achievement and infrastructure and design. 
mIndicators: % ofpupils in new school achieving 5+ GCSEs (A *-C) at new school. 
@Indicators: Destination ofschool leavers (116) e. g. full time education, 
employment, government supported training 
Sustainability Objective 4: Improved local economy, in particular with regard 
to small businesses and the creation of quality employment opportunities. 
-Indicators: SP7 b) Proportion ofjobs per working age resident 6obs density). 
nIndicators: EG2: a) Town1district centre Vacancy rates 
Sustainability Objective 5: Improved mix between housing and businesses as 
well as types of housing. The need to create a new housing balance- a property 
ladder, enabling people to stay in the area. 
mIndicator SP4 Number /% ofdwellings on large -housing schemes (above 25 
units) that areprovided under affordable housingplanning policy. 
wIndicator: Contextual indicators ofdevelopment including, population size and 
characteristics, total households and average size as well as work location of 
residents. 
Sustainability Objective 6: Improve Biodiversity in terms of habitat creation 
and water management. 
-Indicator: Monitor water quality of lodge. 
Sustainability Objective 7: Improved accessibility (traffic management and 
transport links) 
-Indicator: ENI means of travel by modal split. 
-Indicator: EG4 travel to worklout commuting. * 
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Box 5.9 GM case study monitoring strategy for objective 8 
Sustainability Objective 8 Ensure safety with regard to contamination/ pollution 
XX [consultancy]have devised a Remedial Strategy for the XX Paper Mill Site. This is presented in XX 
Report No. XX. The aims of the Remedial Strategy is to resolve contamination issues in order to protect 
environmental receptors and render the site suitable for the proposed development. 
All site works will be supervised by a suitably qualified engineer who will monitor all site activities, ensure 
that the Remedial Strategy is being complied with and who will obtain samples to ensure validation of the 
protective measures including. 
" verification that requirements of the remedial strategy are adhered to; 
" effectiveness of remedial techniques; 
" validation of site specific target concentrations of remedial works; 
" validation testing of site won and imported materials to ensure fitness for purpose; 
" verification of cover system and thicknesses; and 
" quality Assurance and Quality Control of Gas Control measures. 
On satisfactory completion of all the works the Engineer will prepare a Verification Report. The Verification 
Report will stand as certification that the remedial and ground preparatory works have been carried out in 
accordance with this Remedial Strategy. 
Other than long-term monitoring associated with the XX landfill the XX Paper Mill will not require long-term 
monitoring. 
The Remedial Strategy will be agreed in writing by regulators prior to the start of remedial works. 
Remedial works will be supervised by a Geo-environniental engineer who will ensure that the requirements of 
the Remedial Strategy are met. The responsibilities of the Engineer shall include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 
" ensuring that all site personnel are suitably qualified and given an appropriate induction at the beginning of 
their first day; 
" supervision of the remedial and ground preparatory works; 
" advice on the correct handling of materials and conditions encountered; 
" guidance on the appropriate protective clothing and safety equipment that is to be made available and used; 
" ensuring that personal hygiene arrangements are adequate; 
" retrieval of soil and water samples and the subsequent scheduling of appropriate laboratory analysis to enable 
validation of various aspects of the works, and to advise the Project Manager of progress; and 
" liaison with statutory authorities as required. 
The Engineer will maintain records of the works to include the following: 
" daily record sheets to include a summary of the days activities; 
" date and weather conditions; 
" plan% personnel and visitors present; 
aspects relating to Health and Safety, Environmental Control, or non-compliance with either this Remedial 
Strategy or the Contractor's Method Statement; 
" site surveys as necessary to record the locations of demolition, excavation and filling activity; 
" test results. 
Other participants could use the monitoring information, to improve practices and 
ascertain whether improvements or changes need to be made for future developments 
or whether ftuther mitigation action needs to be undertaken on behalf of the LA. For 
example, the LA required the development to achieve a high Secure by Design 
standard, with the aim of reducing the perception of crime which was identified as an 
issue in Phase 4. However, by monitoring long-term residents' perception of crime, it 
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can be ascertained if in fact the Secure by Design standards actually help improve 
perceptions of crime and thus should be enforcedfor all developments, or if in fact 
they have had no effect and thus alternative measures should be identified. Thus 
through this process an information feedback loop is created, providing information 
which decision makers actually need, and can use! 
5.5. When and how long does it take to carty out the RAF? 
In Chapter 4, time constraints were identified as a serious barrier to the take up of 
sustainability assessment and monitoring practice. In particular LA officers pointed 
out that they barely had time to carry out their statutory requirements and therefore 
would find it difficult to devote time to sustainability monitoring and assessment. 
Developers, when interviewed, emphasised the need for any such process to be 
compatible with planning and project time lines (Chapter 4). This was also identified 
by Deaking ei al (2002) who pointed out the limitations with regard to monitoring due 
to the actual limited time span of processes such as the planning and construction 
phase, which typically do not take more than two years to materialise, thus indicating 
the need for a rapid appraisal approach (Bell, 1996). The above conclusions had a 
significant impact with regard to the RAF causal design (Figure 1.4) and in particular 
with regard to the type and extent of participation and consultation which could be 
carried out as well as the complexity of the process. This is a logical approach in the 
sense that one cannot spend a year or more trying to identify and involve stakeholders 
to develop indicators, by which time the planning application may already have been 
determined. 
In order to assess the feasibility of the RAF as an eýaluation process (Chapter 6), it is 
important to calculate and describe the time which was required, based on the case 
study results, to carry out the RAF. Also the timing with regard to when the RAF 
should be carried out needs to be specified in detail. The time required to undertake 
the different Phases of the RAF for key stakeholders in the process is presented in 
Table 5.8. However, the length of time indicated is Pased on the premise that both LA 
and developers are keen to undertake the process and therefore do not require 
convincing (as was the case for this pilot trial). 
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Table 5.8. Time required to carry out the RAF, accordino to stakeholders 
RAF Step tasks Developer Facilitator Other DC Community 
Steps s time s time stakeholders time time survey 
Step 1 Identification of 30m 1h 0 30m 0 
participants 
Contact 1h 3h 0 1h 0 
participants 
Step 2 Collection of site 0 8h 0 0 0 
and project 
information 
Preparation and 0 16 h 0 0 30 days to 
sending out respond but 
community survey 1 Omin to fill in 
I survey 
Survey analysis 0 8h 0 0 0 
and report I 
Step 3 Identification of 0 4h 0 1h 0 
existing monitoring 
requirements 
Workshop 30m 4h 30m 30m 0 
preparation 
Step 4 Workshop 1 4h 4h 4h 4h 0 
Results report 0 4h 0 0 0 
write up 
Consultation of 30m 0 30m 30m 0 
results report 
Step 5 Indicator initial 2h 2h 0 2h 0 
development 
meeting 
Results report 0 4h 0 0 0 
write up 
Report 1h 0 1h 1h 0 
consultation 
Step 6 Workshop 0 4h 0 0 0 
preparation 
Workshop 4h 4h 4h 4h 0 
Results write up 0 4h 0 0 0 
Total RAF time/ 13h 30m 70h 10h 14.5 10M 
stakeholder 
To carry out the sustainabilky assessment, will require aprox 3 hours from each relevant developers' 
consultant e. g. ecologist, transport etc In this case 8 consultants x 3h work, 24h consultant time 
The optimum timing for the RAF to be initiated as a process is during the pre- 
application negotiation period. The length of this period is highly dependent on the 
complexity and scale of the development, but is rarely less than 3 months for large 
developments. In the case of the GM case studý it has been 18monthS68. In the 
development industry, some developers adopt a strategy whereby they hand in 
development applications without having conducted pre-application negotiations. 
68 Delays occurred on the project, which were not related to the RAF. 
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However, according to the changes in the planning system as a result of PPSI, pre- 
application consultation has become an essential part of the planning process, thus 
enabling the RAF to be undertaken as part of that. - 
In total, including the time required to undertake the community survey and time in 
between workshops, the RAF was easily carried out within the 3 month period. 
However, it is dependent on project time lines especially with regard to Phase 2 and 7. 
A draft design specification should be available, at the start of the RAF so that 
consultation is not based on a blank canvas. This view was supported by the 
experience in the TG case study where there was not enough information at the time 
to complete Phase 2 and continue with remaining Phases at such an early stage in the 
development life cycle. Therefore, there is a need to have an idea of what 
development is proposed in order for participants to be able to identify concerns and 
significant impacts. 
Furthermore, with regard to Phase 7 which is not an integral part of the RAF process 
itself but nevertheless important, it was identified that a number of the selected 
SEEDA criteria were not relevant to the outline planning development application as 
the designs at the outline phase were not detailed enough to make such specifications. 
However, as a process it is recommended that the- RAF is carried out at the outline 
phase, as most fundamental decisions are carried out at this point and thus it is at this 
stage which the RAF has the greatest potential affecting the sustainability of the 
development. 
Although the timing of the RAF has been specified as well as the time required for the 
individual participants to undertake the different tasks calculated, it is important to 
evaluate whether it is appropriate (Chapter 6). Therefore, Chapter 6 provides an 
overview of participants' views of the time commitment and timing suitability. 
5.6. What resources does the RAF require? 
In Chapter 4, one of the main barriers to the adoption of sustainability assessment and 
monitoring practices was seen to be lack of resources, and in particular the lack of a 
budget for LA to fund such practices, coupled with the lack of enforcement powers to 
require such processes from developers. The RAF was designed to minimise the 
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requirements needed to carry out the process. The specific measures used to minimise 
cost are outlined below together with a summary of the cost of running the RAF 
The RAF is structured in such a way that the onw for funding for the development 
and monitoring of the indicators is on the developer. The payment for the long-term 
monitoring is secured by S 106 agreements and is thus agreed at the planning phase, as 
was the case in the GM case study. However, should the developer be a public body, 
it is envisaged that the process and monitoring would be publicly funded. This model 
has been based on the current trend in planning applications to secure long-term 
monitoring through S106 agreements for traffic monitoring as part of Green Travel 
Plans. However, from interviews conducted (Chapter 4) with LA officers who had 
experience of Green Travel plans, examples were identified where monitoring had 
failed to take place, even though set out in a S106 agreement, due to the lack of detail 
in the monitoring specification. Therefore, great attention was paid to ensuring that a 
detailed monitoring framework was specified, including timing of sampling and 
sample size as well as agreement with regard to payment responsibilities, so that such 
issues will not arise (See Appendix 10). 
With regard to the cost of carrying out the RAF to the point of developing the 
indicators and carrying out the sustainability assessment 69 , the private planning 
consultant involved in the RAF case study estimated the cost of this process to a 
developer at E10,000. This estimate was based on the proviso that a consultancy 
would be coordinating the process and the developer would pay for all the different 
consultants' time, including the facilitator, and the RAF community consultation, but 
not for LA officers' time (see Table 5.8). 
Resources and associated consultant time spent on the RAF has been minimised by 
integrating the RAF requirements to existing' statutory planning application 
requirements, for example the SCI, EIA requirements. Additionally, because of the 
use of the SEEDA checklist and RESCUE criteria which are freely available tools, the 
cost is minimised further. However, the above is merely a description and in order to 
establish whether the RAF meets the feasibility specification (Chapter 4), a further 
evaluation by case study stakeholders and primarily the developer who funded the 
process needs to be carried out (see Chapter 6). 
" i. e. not including the long-term monitoring costs, as this would vary significantly between projects. 
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5.7. Conclusion 
In this Chapter the RAF process has been described with instructions included to 
enable future replication. The background of the case studies was outlined including 
the additional difficulties associated with the transitions in planning at the time of the 
trial. The RAF consists of six phases, each of which has been described and 
accompanied by the results of the case study trial. The elements of this process which 
are flexible according to the BRP were specified, including those which are non- 
negotiable minimum requirements (e. g. the community census). The RAF is designed 
to be context specific and therefore builds in flexibility into each of its phases, to 
allow for the formulation of a context specific procedure; for example, it does not pre- 
specify participants. Best practice is recommended but most importantly minimum 
requirements are clearly stipulated with the aim of avoidance of manipulation of the 
process. Having described the RAF, it is important to evaluate the process and 
identify whether it is in accordance with its specifications (Box 4.1; see Chapter 6). 
As a result of the case study implementation, the RAF process was modified in light 
of the experience. Primarily it was established that Task 3 of Phase 4 which requires 
stakeholders to identify indicator selection criteria was too complex to be carried out 
as a prioritisation exercise, and subsequently is proposed to be conducted in an open 
discussion. Additionally, the RESCUE sustainability remediation criteria were 
identified as not adding much to the process. On the positive side, although the RAF 
is aimed at developing a BRP specific evaluation, the fact that the development design 
was altered as a result of the process is an added benefit. 
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Chapter 6. Evaluating the RAF (The Metaevaluation) 
This chapter evaluates the RAF and its potential for future application (objective g, 
Section 1.2) and comprises the third ýnd fmal stage of this project (Figure 1.4). 
During the review of existing sustainability evaluation literature, it was established 
that very few existing tools are evaluated (Bell and Morse, 2003) which, according to 
Patton (1997), is common to most evaluationS70. Therefore, an evaluation of the RAF 
was designed into the research process from the onset (Section 1.3). 
As the RAF is an evaluation process in itself, the evaluation of the RAF represents a 
metaevaluation (Scriven, 1969). Stufflebeam (2001 p. 186) states: 
'like any other kind of evaluation, metaevaluations may have a formative role 
in helping an evaluation succeed and a summative role in helping interested 
partiesjudge the evaluation's merit and worth'. 
In his guidance on how to carry out metaevaluations, Stufflebearn (2001 and 2001 a) 
stresses the importance of agreeing the criteria to be used for the metaevaluation with 
evaluation users, stating 'there needs to be an up-front understanding of the criteria to 
be applied in evaluating the target evaluation' (ibid, p. 195) (in this case the RAF). 
Therefore, as part of the causal design of the RAF (Stage 1, Figure 1.4), the 
specifications developed to design the RAF (Box 4.1) are also used to conduct its 
metaevaluation. 
Stufflebearn (2001) points out the need for both an outcome and process 
metaevaluation. The outcome metaevaluation is summative in nature and aims to 
establish whether the evaluation (the RAF) achieved its aim and purpose. This is 
carried out in Section 6.2 of this chapter. The process metaevaluation is formative, 
and usually internal in nature (Patton, 1986) and in this case aims to identify the 
strengths and weaknesses of the RAF and make recommendations for procedural 
improvements. In order to conduct this process metaevaluation, the experience of 
implementing the RAF in the case studies is judged against the specification criteria 
in Box 4.1, conducting what is classified in evaluation terms as 'Pattern Matching' 
between theorised and observed variables (see Yin, . 
1993). 
70 not just sustainability evaluation tools 
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Taking the RAF specifications in turn (Box 4.1) the process metaevaluation includes 
an evaluation of the RAF's: 
-Capacity for long-term monitoring (Section 6.3); 
-Capacity to be holistic (Section 6.4); 
m Capacity to be context specific (Section 6.5); 
-Feasibility (Section 6.6); 
-Compatibility and integration with existing planning processes (Section 6.7); 
-Participatory approach (Section 6.8). 
When reading the results of this metaevaluation, it may appear that the RAF is a self- 
fulfilling prophecy. As so much emphasis was given to identifying the BRP 
evaluation users' needs and in involving them in the development of the RAF (causal 
design, Stage 1), the responses obtained in the metaevaluation appear almost identical 
to the specifications and aspirations of BRP stakeholders presented in Chapter 4. 
Therefore, the appearance of the self-fulfilling prophecy is anticipated and can even 
be viewed as a good result. 
The metaevaluation also aimed to establish the potential for the wider application (or 
use) of the RAF; the results of this investigation are presented in Section 6.9. This is 
followed by recommendations, put forward by RAF case study participants, of 
measures required to enable the RAFs' wider use (Section 6.10). However, prior to 
presenting the results of the metaevaluation, there is a need to explore the methods 
used to obtain and analyse the data (Section 6.1) of the metaevaluation, which in turn 
will help establish the scope of the conclusions drawn. 
6.1. Metaevaluation methodology 
As recommended by Stufflebearn (2001), a variety of data collection techniques were 
used to conduct the metaevaluation (both outcome and process). The data collection is 
based entirely on the GM case study. As this is a unique case study, a cautious 
approach is required when drawing general conclusions, in particular in the case of 
the outcome metaevaluation (Patton, 1997; See Section 6.2). The methods used 
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included: observations (see Chapter 5), self-administered participant evaluation 
questionnaires, and telephone semi-structured interviews 71 (see Table 6.1). 
Table 6.1. Data collection methods used for Metaevaluation 
Method Data collection period I response rate. 
Participant Observation (author) (See Chapter 5 for Throughout the RAF process 100% 
method description) 
Non- Participant observer (Cambridge University) (See During Phase 4 and 6 workshops 100% 
Chapter 5 for method description) 
Evaluation questionnaires (see Appendix 11) After Phase 4 and 6 workshops / 100% response rate 
(15 RA participants) 
Semi- Structured telephone interviews (See Appendix Post RAF completion 1100% response rate (15 RAF 
12 for list of questions) participants) 
The evaluation questionnaires were completed by all participants in Phases 4 and 6 of 
the RAF (see Appendix 11, for questionnaire results). The questionnaires consisted of 
Likert type questions with scorings ranging from I to 10; with I indicating bad 
performance or complete dissatisfaction with regard to the particular RAF objective 
and 10 at the opposite of the scale indicating complete satisfaction or excellent 
performance. Stakeholders' identities are not disclosed and, where quoted, are 
referenced as stakeholders I to 15. Only where the view presented is particularly 
relevant to the professional capacity of the interviewee is their position mentioned (for 
example 'developer'). 
However, the questionnaires were limited in the information they provided, as the 
'why' questions behind the answers could not' be addressed. Therefore, semi- 
structured telephone interviews of all 15 participants were carried out (after the 
completion of the RAF process including Phase 7; ý see Chapter 5) again achieving a 
100% response rate (see Appendix 12 for list of questions). Morgan (1985, p. 36) 
advocates this research approach and states 'interviewing participants provides an 
effective substitutefor annchair speculation in explqining results'. 
Participants were also questioned with regard to their opinion as to whether the RAF 
should be applied to all developments (Section 6-9). Participants were asked to answer 
based on their experience as professionals but also to draw their conclusions based on 
their experience of the process. The limitations of this internal evaluation approach 
71 Please refer to chapter 4 for a description of semi structured interview theory. 
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are widely documented (Patton, 1997) and include potential bias 72 ; therefore 
conclusions can only be tentative. However, these conclusions are nonetheless 
important as they are the opinions of BRP stakeholders who have a working 
knowledge of the BRP sustainability evaluation current practice and the limitations 
and needs which such an evaluation should serve, as well as experience of the RAF. 
Therefore, they are well placed to assess the'potential for the RAF's wider 
application. 
With regard to the process metaevaluation (Sections 6.3 to 6.8), external non- 
participant observation results are used in conjunction with internal participant 
evaluations (including the author's who reflects, on her experiences as an RAF 
facilitator). When carrying out the evaluation below, reference is also made to the 
descriptive evaluation case study results of Chapter 5. 
To obtain a greater understanding of the results presented, it is underlined that for 
both questionnaires a 100% response rate was achieved, and all 15 case study 
participants involved were interviewed. This provides a robust and complete data set 
from which to draw conclusions. In addition, the triangulation of methods including 
both internal and external evaluations contributes to an overall robust methodology. 
6.2 RAF outcome evaluation 
The outcome evaluation of the RAF is twofold. It aims to answer the question of 
whether the RAF achieved its aim (the development of a long-term sustainability 
evaluation of the case study BRP) but more importantly to establish whether the 
purpose of the evaluation as formulated in the causal design and perceived by case 
study participants was achieved. 
For this outcome evaluation, conclusions are only drawn with regard to the GM case 
study. It cannot be assumed that because the RAF achieved its aim in one case study 
that it will always do so. Furthermore, the RAF by design has multiple purposes and 
built-in flexibility, and requires participants to specify the exact purpose at Phase 4 of 
72 As participants are asked to evaluate a process they have been part of, they can be considered biased, 
in the sense that they are most likely to be positive in their evaluations. 
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the RAF. This has the implication that each time the RAF is carried out, it could have 
a slightly modified purpose; for example, emphasis could be placed on feedback to 
policymakers or on informing development funders. The discrepancies between the 
causal design purpose of the RAF (Section 4.7 and Box 4.1) and those purposes 
perceived by case study participants are therefore pointed out. For ease of 
comparison, the potential uses the RAF should fulfil as specified by the interviewed 
stakeholders in Chapter 4 were: 
mEnable the structured consideration of sustainability issues in planning application 
decision making. 
o Improve communication. 
o Improve understanding of sustainability. 
@Provide feedback information to policy and decisi6n makers with regard to the effect 
of the development and their decisions. 
o Mitigate against the build and forget culture 
o Enhance learning through evaluation. 
-Improve the sustainability of the BRP (ultimate goal). 
From the descriptive evaluation in Chapter 5 and the reports in Appendices 9 and 10 it 
is obvious that indicators to evaluate the long-term sustainability of the project were 
developed and used as specified in Section 5.4. The nature of developed indicators is 
evaluated in Sections 6.3 to 6.5; however, it is important to establish whether the 
participants felt that the objectives of the RAF had been met. 
The questionnaires asked whether participants felt that the objectives of the 
workshops had been achieved. The average scores achieved were 7.2 for the first 
workshop and 7.3 for the second, with 10 being the maximum score. Consensus was 
achieved in the selection of indicators and criteria, as confirmed by the non- 
participant observant who stated: 
&overall consensus was achieved and body 
ianguage was positive with people 
nodding assent, leaningforward etc'. 
participants claimed in the interviews to be satisfied with the sustainability 
assessment criteria and monitoring indicators selected. This is an important 
achievement, considering the difference in the values and understanding of 
sustainability which, as discussed in Chapters 2 4nd 4, can affect the selection of 
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indicators (see also Section 6.3). It can therefore be concluded that with regard to the 
aim of developing a sustainability evaluation strategy, the RAF was generally 
successful. 
More important, however, is whether the RAF process was perceived as being useful, 
which relates to whether it was thought to have achjeved its intended purposes. When 
carrying out the interviews, the answer to this question was obtained by questioning 
participants, 'Do you think this is a process which should be applied to all major 
developments? '. All participants stated that the RAF process should be applied to all 
major developments 73 , but when justifying their answers they referred to the purpose 
of the RAF. Therefore, although a direct answer to the question of whether the RAF 
achieved its purpose has not been obtained 74 , participants' justifications of why the 
RAF should be widely applied, provided the answer to the purpose and use they saw 
the RAF fulfilling. 
This question was not asked directly as it became apparent that different stakeholders 
perceived the RAF to fulfil a different function, which in many cases was related to 
their role in the BRP process. So, for example, the policy off icer saw the main 
purpose of the RAF as a tool informing future policy, whereas the building control 
officer saw it as a useful communication process. However, stakeholders expressed a 
number of common uses which they saw the RAF as achieving, discussed below. 
One of the universally accepted roles of evaluations is that of providing information 
(Stufflebeam, 2001; Patton, 2002). Nine out of the 15 participants advocated the 
wider use of the RAF, based on the perceived function of the RAF as an infonnation 
provision mechanism, with the ability to improve future developments and practice. 
For example the developer stated: 
'this process will be of value because I will be able to have a record of what 
works and what doesn't on the ground which I can use for future 
developments'. 
73 Discussed in Section 6.6 
74 Mainly due to the difficulty of explaining the difference to interviewees between objectives and 
purpose without influencing the answers 
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This is in line with conclusions drawn by Marshall (2005) who identifies the 
generation of knowledge of which measures work on the ground as an incentive for 
EIA follow-up monitoring. The lack of systematic information gathering with regard 
to the sustainability and wider impacts of regeneration projects is widely 
acknowledged in the literature (Law, 1988; Gissendanner, 2003; see Section 2.3). LA 
case study participants, as in Chapter 4, commented on the current lack of feedback 
with regard to the efficacy of measures implemented and noted how the RAF should 
overcome this through the monitoring proposed during the construction and post- 
development period: 
'Once we have our monitoring results back we will be able to know if what we 
did was right and maybe learnfrom our mistakes, making sure we don't do the 
same thingsfor other developments'(S2). - 
For example, one of the major issues identified by participants was the loss of jobs 
following the closure of the Paper Mills. Although, the proposed development was 
predominantly housing it was envisaged that the influx of people would result in 
greater income expenditure in the locality which would have subsequent positive 
effects of new businesses opening and new employment opportunities. However, as is 
emphasised by Imrie and Thomas (1993), this is an assumption which in similar cases 
has proved to be wrong. Therefore, by stipulating indicators to monitor the number of 
jobs created, town centre vacancy rates and contextual indicators of incoming 
residents (see Box 5.8), the LA could obtain an understanding of whether its decision 
to allow a property led regeneration project was effective in generating employment, 
which could subsequently inform decision making for future developments. 
Imrie and Thomas (1993) point out that much urban policy is based on misleading 
assumptions like that of the economic-trickle down effect of property led regeneration 
to poorer communities. In Chapter 4 one of the functions proposed for the RAF was 
the generation of development level information with regard to the effect of policies 
on the ground. Interestingly, the metaevaluation results showed that the RAF was 
perceived as a useful process for providing information for policy formulation and 
examination, which is in line with the initial purpose. In fact, the policy off 1cer stated: 
'Currently, we have broad indicators monitoring the effect of policies; 
however, there are no indicators relating to the actual effect of developments, 
which in a sense are where policies are implemented, so by using the RAF we 
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were able to create a link between the results we achieve through SEA and SA 
monitoring and EIA or in general development monitoring. In the long-term 
should this be adopted widely and carried out by the LA for all major 
developments, we will be able to create an important database which will give 
us a much more accurate reflection of the effect ofpolicies on the ground. 
The RAF was also seen as a useful tool to aid planning decision making based on 
sustainability criteria and this was used to argue for the wider adoption of the RAF. 
Planning decision making was perceived to be aided by a range of RAF 
characteristics described below. Participants commented on how the RAF increased 
their understanding of the different sustainability issues and of the development as a 
whole which, in turn, they felt facilitated decision making. The use of the SEEDA 
checklist criteria and its benchmarks was particularly favoured by the developer, who 
felt that a clear understanding was obtained of the priorities for the site as well as the 
specifications which needed to be designed into the development in order to perform 
well on the sustainability benchmarks. A number of stakeholders also commented on 
the benefit of the RAF process in providing a collaborative setting in which to carry 
out discussions in a non-adversarial way, which in turn facilitated decision making. 
Stakeholders supported the wider adoption of the RAF based on its feature of bringing 
the different stakeholders together to share expertise and knowledge. One participant 
summarises the views nicely, stating: 
'by hearing all different specialists' opinions on the development, it's like a 
jigsaw coming together, only then do you understand why some things are 
happening and why others not, so Ifeel i(brings realism to the discussions 
being carried out... this process helpedfocus discussion with regard to what 
was needed and what was possible, which is very important. I think realistic is 
a key wordfor this process' (S 11) - 
Some participants merely stated that the RAF should be widely adopted as it enhances 
communication and, in the words of the DC officer, 'helps smooth the planning 
process'. Many of the above points relate to the participatory nature of the RAF 
which is evaluated further in Section 6.8. 
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Finally, the overarching purpose of the RAF was seen by many of the stakeholders to 
be the improvement of the BRP's sustainability. Participants commented on the 
RAF's ability to help implement sustainability in the design of the development 
proposal. Interviewees who had seen the application since its submission were pleased 
that a number of the elements proposed through the RAF were subsequently 
introduced in the revised design statements. For example, one of the SEEDA criteria 
(Appendix 10) was the provision of safe pedestrian and bike routes around the site 
and to facilities. In order to obtain a high benchmark score (see Figure 5.11), the 
design statement was amended to include cycle and pedestrian routes on-and off-site, 
and agreed through subsequent discussions with the LA. However, the modification 
of proposed BRP designs was not an explicit aim of the RAF process (see Section 
4.7). In fact, the negotiation of BRP characteristics was not allowed during the 
workshops. However, through the statement of sustainability priorities and extensive 
discussions, these issues can (as proven in this case) become explicit, to the extent 
that developers decide to alter the design. 
Another way participants felt that the RAF improved the sustainability of the BRP 
was through making decision makers take long-term responsibilities. Participants 
commented on the way that the RAF forced people to think long-term and to take 
responsibility. 
'I found it very beneficial to have that time out and as a group to sit and 
reflect on the long-term priorities and aims for the area and create indicators 
to ensure that they are realised, because all too often there is this mad rush to 
sort out the details and get the development on the ground that it is easy to 
losefocus ofwhat it is you really want to achieve' (S 14). 
A number of positive comments were provided about the ability of the RAF to enable 
the group to clearly assign responsibilities with regard to future monitoring 
obligations (see Section 6.3). 
In summary participants felt that the RAF was useful in: 
1. Aiding decision making in the planning application process; 
2. Providing feedback information on the results of the development with 
the purpose of: 
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a. improving future development decision making (based on accumulated 
experience); 
b. informing policy; 
3. Improving the sustainability of the proposed development through: 
a. increased sense of responsibility and consideration of long-term 
impacts in decision making; 
b. changes in the proposed design made in order to achieve a good score 
on the SEEDA checklist assessment. 
Participants perceived the RAF to be capable of achieving the aforementioned 
purposes, which are very much in line with its causal design (Section 4.7). However, 
caution is recommended with regard to the conclusions which can be drawn. The BRP 
at the time of these interviews was yet to be c9mpleted and no monitoring had 
actually been carried out. Although changes were made to the design as a result of the 
RAF, it cannot be assumed that the RAF improved the sustainability of the proposed 
development. In order to draw conclusions as to whether the changes to the design 
improved the overall sustainability of the development, the monitoring results 
obtained at the end of the 9 year stipulated monitoring period 
75 would have to be 
obtained. This issue is explored further in Chapter 7. 
However, the outcome metaevaluation result of the RAF is that its objective to 
develop a sustainability evaluation strategy was achieved; and it is positive that 
participants felt the RAF was useful, proposing a number of purposes for its future 
application based on their case study experiences. Ideally, it would be recommended 
that research on the particular BRP is continued over the next 9 years to establish 
whether the monitoring is undertaken, how it is used and whether the proposed 
development performs sustainably as a result. 
6.3. Evaluation of the RAF's capacity for long-term monitoring 
As described in Chapter 5, the RAF aims to evaluýte the long-term sustainability of 
BRPs by carrying out a one-off assessment at the planning phase as well as 
75 Ideally, as sustainability is a dynamic concept monitoring results would have to be collected and 
analysed indefinitely, although this is very difficult in practice. 
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developing long-term indicators to evaluate their sustainability during the 
construction and operation phase. The long-term monitoring was secured through the 
development of a S106 agreement, which proved to be a useful way of overcoming 
the enforcement barrier identified in Chapter 4 (see Section 6.7). 
The follow up metaevaluation interviews found that participants were in general very 
satisfied with both criteria and indicators, all stating agreement with the final selection 
as well as the use of S 106 agreements to secure funding for long-term monitoring. All 
15 stakeholders stated the importance of the RAF with regard to securing long-term 
monitoring with comments such as: 
'this is the first time that long-term monitoring has been highlighted at this 
early stage ... this is important because otherwise, monitoring becomes an 
afterthought once the developer has gone, and the responsibility and bill then 
falls to the council, this process value is in *that it enabled us to deal with the 
monitoring issue upfront. '(S 13) 
Although participants were in general very satisfied with the long-term monitoring 
secured and indicators proposed, there are discrepancies between the results of the 
case study and theoretical best practice. Long-term ' 
monitoring for the case study was 
secured for nine years. There are two methodological limitations to this approach. 
Firstly, ideally indicators should be developed to evaluate the sustainability of BRP at 
each distinct life cycle period. However, in the way that the RAF was carried out, 
long-term monitoring indicators were developed in the planning phase in order to 
overcome the enforcement barrier. It cannot be guaranteed that following the nine 
year case study development period these initial indicators would be what the end 
users of the development would have selected, or that the monitoring will continue 
beyond the nine years. 
In fact in the proposed monitoring framework timescales (Appendix 10), post- 
development monitoring is restricted to three years and is not granted indefinitely, 
thus reducing the ideal systemic approach in the rnýthodology. This is clearly an issue 
related to cost implications and feasibility issues (see Section 6.6). The nature of the 
development, which is predominantly housing (see Chapter 5), also has an effect on 
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the longevity of the proposed monitoring. This point was elaborated on by a number 
of participants. 
I it is very rare you will get any developer wanting to take long-term interest in 
a development, as time passes it becomes a liability; this trend is obvious 
when you look at the number of development companies declaring bust and 
changing name year after year' (S 14). 
'it is much easier to carry out long-term monitoring of industrial units or 
retail space because you can transfer the onus to the owner, for example 
Tesco's, however when you are dealing with mixed use or a housing 
development, you cannot possibly require individual house owners to carry 
out long-term monitoring'(S2). 
It becomes obvious that trade-offs are required. L6ng-term monitoring ad infinitum, 
even though desirable for an evaluation of BRP sustainability (Chapter 2), currently 
seems impossible due to the cost and ownership issues involved, especially for 
housing or multiple owner developments. However, this does not render the proposed 
RAF life-cycle evaluation approach obsolete. In the case study, even though 
predominantly a housing development, monitoring through the planning, construction 
and a limited post-development period was secured. This would have the potential to 
identify any major issues which the LA may wish to follow up and, as stated by one 
stakeholder: 
'this process is a big step forward in the direction we ought to be moving 
regarding ensuring sustainability and monitoring it(SIO). 
This issue is explored Rifther in Chapter 7. 
6.4. Evaluation of RAFs holistic approach 
it was established in the causal design that the evaluation should be holistic; i. e. assess 
environmental social and economic issues as well as the development as a whole, 
rather than the building alone. In Chapter 5 it was described how the RAF was 
designed to achieve the above, for example making use of the SEEDA sustainability 
checklist, as well as designing the workshop exercises so there was no scope for 
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participants to trade off or prioritise between social, environmental and economic 
issues. 
This approach was recognised and valued by all participants. They commented 
positively on the opportunity which the RAF provided to consider in a structured 
approach the different aspects of sustainability as well as the wider issues involved in 
a development: 
'this process made us think about all the different sustainability issues, usually 
we work in our own small silos and have our own priorities, here we had no 
option, we had to consider social, environmental and economic aspects as 
well as how they allfitted into the wider picture'(S2). 
This phenomenon of silo thinking and decision making in LAs is elaborated upon in 
Carley and Christie (1992), who underline that sustainability issues cannot be dealt 
with in the same way as other government activities and recommend the setting up of 
what they classify as 'action centred networks' which have many characteristics in 
common with the RAF participant grou 
In the examination of existing evaluation processes and tools, it was established that 
the systematic consideration of social effects was limited. Therefore, the participants' 
perception that the RAF dealt with social issues appropriately is encouraging. 
Interviewees saw the consideration of social and wider development issues as an 
important novelty: 
'I think the value of this process is that it enables the greater acceptance of 
social matters to have a bearing on the development rather than looking 
purely at the position and design of buildings; it's about how people will 
interact in that and I think it is always difficult for one to guess... yet it is 
possibly one of the most important areas. I felt this process helped us to 
describe these issues, quantify them as well as qualify them worthy of the 
attention which they deserve' (S 12). 
However, by looking at the sustainability objectives selected for the BRP by the 
participants (Box 5.1) and the developed indicators and criteria (Section 5.4), it could 
be argued that the balance has been shifted with an over-emphasis of socio-economic 
issues in relation to environmental. Sheate (2002, p. 474) states: 
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'care is needed that, in developing sustainability tools, environmental 
considerations are not undervaluecr. 
This raises the question as to whether a numbqr of pre-specified environmental 
objectives and criteria should be required to address this issue. However, it could be 
argued that this would limit the context specific approach of the process, a point 
elaborated upon in Section 6.5. 
It was established in Chapters 2 and 4 that there is a need for sustainability 
evaluations to address the effects of developments as a whole rather than just the 
building aspects. The RAF aimed to address that by using the SEEDA checklist and 
asking participants to think of the wider implications. Interestingly, from an 
examination of the indicators and criteria selected, it is apparent that wider 
community implications feature in a number of these. Again it could be argued that 
the environmental performance of buildings did not figure strongly enough in this 
process (Section 5.4). Participants commented positively on the RAF's capacity to 
evaluate the development as a whole: 
4 especiallyfor regeneration projects whose implications are meant to be much 
larger than the development itseIC, the RAF process was very useful as we 
focused on the long-term and wider sustainability aims for the area and how 
these could be achieved' (S5). 
In relation to the RAF's capacity to evaluate the long-term sustainability of 
remediation processes holistically, the results obtained from the trial were less 
positive. It was established through the causal design (Chapters 2- 4) that long-term 
sustainability indicators of remediation processes did not exist, and would have to be 
developed for the specific BR With regard to the short term assessment of the 
proposed remediation strategy, the RESCUE criteria were used. However, an 
examination of these (Appendix 8) demonstrates that they do not address all 
remediation sustainability issues holistically. 
I It was thus not surprising that the feedback regarding the use of the RESCUE 
checklist was not very positive. Participating contaminated land professionals 
criticised the RESCUE checklist for not containing benchmarks to assess performance 
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and for mainly addressing issues already covered by regulations. For instance, the LA 
enviromnental health officer stated: 
'this checklist is ve? y vague; I don't think it contributes anything new with 
regard to sustainability. I mean its criteria ýonsist of questions such as 'have 
you undertaken a risk assessment, things which are required by regulations 
anyway'. 
He also commented on the inability to enforce some of the criteria proposed through 
the RESCUE checklist. 
I can't refuse the remediation strategy on the basis of these sustainability 
criteria... as long as they prove they are going to clean up the site, there is 
nothing I can do; there need to be policies or Regs to back this. 
In fact, when one examines the long-term remediation monitoring strategy proposed 
for the case study (Box 5.9), it is apparent that it all relates to regulatory requirements 
regarding landfill gas monitoring etc, as well as health and safety work practice 
regulations. Based on the above, it can be concluded that the RESCUE checklist is far 
from ideal, with regard to evaluating the sustainability of remediation strategies as 
well as ensuring long-term contamination monitoring. More research is required in the 
development of sustainability assessment criteria and monitoring indicators of 
remediation processes. 
6.5. Evaluation of the RAFs context specific approach 
In order for any definition of sustainability to be implemented or operationalised, it 
needs to be made context specific (Breheny, 1994). 
'Therefore, the RAF was designed 
to evaluate the sustainability objectives which were relevant to the particular BRP as 
defined through the community census and participant workshops (see Box 5.1). 
Participants were questioned about whether or not they felt that the RAF enabled a 
context specific evaluation of the development. All participants perceived this was the 
case and a number of indicative comments are presented in Box 6.1. 
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Box 6.1 Comments supporting the RAFs context specific approach 
'I felt we have addressed all important issues for the locality and the type of development(S I)'. 
'the indicators and criteria were much more detailed and robust than we had expected they could be(S2)', 
'by selecting and developing c4iteda and indicators for the specific development which were relevant to the 
local context, you got a clearer picture of what to expect for as well as put the discussion into a realistic 
perspective, I feel this process was important in determining what was realistic to expect (S 10)'. 
'The flexibility and the opportunity to change things to suit the development were very important and I think it 
gave us all a greater sense of ownership of the project as a whole (S7). ' 
A particular element of the RAF method which was perceived as helping select 
context specific criteria and indicators was the community census which was viewed 
positively by all stakeholders 76 . An indicative comment provided by one participant 
was: 
6we all think we know what the community needs and wants, andfrom the 
results of the survey I think we were all surprised to find out that we all have 
different perspectives and that they are not necessarily compatible to those of 
the community, so taking into account the survey results when selecting the 
indicators was very worthy part of this process' (S 8). 
Although it is very positive that participants felt that the RAF was able to produce 
context specific indicators and criteria, there are elements in the design of the RAF 
methodology which are a departure from theoretical best practice. Bell and Morse 
(1999) and Ukaga and Maser (2004), recommend that stakeholders should design 
their own sustainability evaluation indicators and benchmarks. However, following 
the advice provided by interviewees in Chapter 4, in particular with regard to 
simplicity and current skills and sustainability evaluation know-how, the RAF 
proposed the use of the SEEDA checklist as well as existing SEA and SA indicators 
as a basis. This approach could be argued to mininlise the systemism of the RAF and 
the capacity of the evaluation to be truly context specific. However, the RAF 
stipulates that SEEDA criteria selection is undertaken by BRP stakeholders 
themselves based on the identified BRP sustainability priorities and where relevant 
other criteria can be added. 
" More analysis on the community census is provided in Section 6.7 
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In its present state, the SEEDA checklist is a web based tool with pre-weighted 
criteria. The web element of the SEEDA checklist is not used by the RAF. Instead it is 
stipulated that the selection should be guided by the sustainability objectives which 
are context specific as they are established in Phase 4 of the RAF process by the 
workshop participants, as well as the results of the community census. 
Interestingly, case study participants were in favour of this approach, commenting 
positively on the use of the SEEDA checklist as a basis but also on the flexibility to 
amend or add other criteria where appropriate. The use of a pre-determined list of 
criteria to choose from was not seen as a negative thing. On the contrary, it was stated 
that: 
'Having the benchmarks and criteria was really helpful as it also gives you a 
clearer idea of what to expect, not many of us have the expertise or time to 
develop our own new criteria each time, so tailoring the checklist to local 
circumstances is definitely the way to do it'(S6). 
it can therefore be concluded that the balance between stakeholders using the pre- 
specified checklist with established benchmarks and providing the ability to choose 
context relevant criteria from that list was successful-in this case. 
However, the author does have some reservations over the amount of flexibility that 
should be introduced. In the case study, wider sustainability issues such as energy and 
water conservation did not feature in the evaluations (i. e. participants didn't identify 
them as priorities) even though they are international and national sustainability 
objectives (See Section 2.1). It is a concern that these issues may rarely be prioritised 
under such local sustainability processes, in particular when they are based on 
community views; as other more visual and immediate issues such as open space 
provision and employment may well take precedence (Fenwick and Elcock, 2004; 
Burningham and Thrush, 2001). Weston et al (1999) point out the need to take into 
account sustainability issues on a national as well as local scale and demonstrate how 
this can complicate local planning decision making. It is thus recommended that 
further research is undertaken to establish some acceptable obligatory criteria from 
the SEEDA checklist such as minimum standards of energy efficiency, water 
conservation and waste minimisation. Such an ap&oach would enable both local as 
well as intergenerational and trans-boundary sustainability issues to be addressed. 
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With regard to the ability of the RAF to develop long-term sustainability indicators 
which are context specific, interesting comments were made by participants. As 
described in Chapter 5, the RAF proposes, where relevant, the use of existing 
indicators or baselines. In the case of the pilot, SEA and SA indicators were 
considered relevant (Table 5.5). However, flexibility was introduced with the 
opportunity to propose alternative indicators as well as benchmarks. 
During Phase 5 of the RAF pilot, it was observed 77 that participants felt that the scale 
of the LDF SEA indicators were, in many cases, too large to be relevant to the 
specific BRP proposal, thus limiting their context specific nature. The issue of 
indicator scale limiting relevance to local level decision making is one identified by 
Therivel (2004) as a problem even regarding SEA data collection and analysis. 
Therefore, in the GM case study adaptations were made to overcome this issue. 
Although the same indicators were used as in the SEA and Annual Monitoring 
Report, the data collection samples were modified.. For example, the SEA indicator 
'% of residents surveyed who feel 'fairly safe' or 'very safe' after dark whilst outside 
in their neighbourhood' (Box 5.8) was used, which refers to and provides a baseline 
for the whole Borough. However, for the purpose of the RAF monitoring strategy 
proposed (Appendix 10), the sample area was modified, requiring data collection only 
in the BRP site and neighbourhood surroundings. This would enable the effect that the 
BRP is having on the neighbourhood to be determined. However, the value of using 
the SEA indicators as a basis is that the results obtained can then be compared to the 
Borough trend, and therefore it will be possible to ascertain whether the development 
is performing better or worse than the wider local area. 
In conclusion, participants perceived the RAF to be capable of enabling context 
specific evaluations, despite its use of existing criteria and indicators. However, a 
review of the results obtained from the case study lead to some reservations over the 
extent of flexibility which should be allowed, and it is suggested that a number of 
environmental performance criteria should be made mandatory. Finally, with regard 
to the evaluation of the remediation. phase of BRP, the RESCUE criteria were found 
77 by the author in the capacity of RAF facilitator 
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to be of limited value, and it is thus proposed that further research is needed to enable 
the development of remediation process sustainability indicators, criteria and 
benchmarks (see Chapter 7). 
6.6. RAF Feasibility evaluation 
In this section an evaluation of the feasibility of the RAF process is conducted. The 
feasibility criteria used for this metaevaluation are based on the recommendations of 
BRP interviewees (Chapter 4). The RAF would have to be feasible with regard to 
time and resource requirements, as well as to ensure that it considers the skills of the 
evaluation users. A descriptive evaluation of how these feasibility elements have been 
designed into the RAF and carried out in the case study has already been presented in 
Chapter 5. In the sub-sections below, the results of the process feasibility 
metaevaluation based on case study participants' views are presented 78 . 
6.6.1. Duration and Timing 
The time required and appropriate timing to carry out the RAF were described in 
Section 5.5. However, during the metaevaluation interviews, participants were 
questioned about their views on the timing and duration of the RAF. They were asked 
to consider whether if the RAF was widely adopted (for example required through 
legislation) they would feel that the time required by the process was reasonable 
considering their workload. By framing the question in this way, broader conclusions 
regarding the appropriateness of the time required to carry out the RAF could be 
drawn. 
With regard to timing (i. e. how early in the planning process should the RAF be 
initiated), the timing of the GM case study was seen as ideal. In fact, the early 
initiation of the RAF process was stated as one of the main strengths of the process, 
and perceived as enabling the RAF to achieve its defined purpose (See Section 6.2): 
'The early consideration of the sustainability issues allowed their application 
in the revised design statements and gave the opportunity to improve the 
overall sustainability of the development and notjust to evaluate it, so ifyou 
11 These results are based on questions 6 to 8 (Appendix 12) as well as the evaluation questionnaire 
Appendix 11. 
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ask me the RAF has to be undertaken early on in the pre application phase' 
(SI5). 
'Byfollowing this structuredprocess and bringing monitoring to theforefront 
consultants need to consider their mitigation measures in much greater detail 
as well as design and propose more robust and valid indicators and a 
monitoring framework to monitor their success something which doesn't 
usually happen' (Developer's planning consultant). 
Both these perceived benefits are in line with Wood et al (2006) who comment on the 
value of early participative scoping exercises in EIA. However, based on the 
experience of the TG case study, there needs to be at least a draft proposal or design 
specification / master plan proposed, before the RAF can be undertaken. So, early 
initiation is recommended, on the proviso that a draft proposal is available to 
evaluate 79 . 
Delays in the planning process are a widely acknowledged problem (Cullingworth 
and Nadin, 2001) with the government proposing measures to streamline the process, 
one of which includes front loading negotiations and discussions prior to the 
submission of the planning application (ODPM, 2005). The RAF, through its design, 
promotes pre-application submission discussions. Therefore, it was interesting to find 
out that many stakeholders including the developer felt that the RAF process had the 
ability to speed up the planning process overall: 
'even from the first workshop both sides gained an understanding of at least 
who in the future they would have to liaise with, they obtained contacts and 
understanding of their work remits and specialisms which in the long-term 
saves a lot of time and increases cooperation'(S 14). 
'Getting everyone involved early in the process gives you the opportunity to 
work out what the problems are likely to be before you hit them'(S7). 
" Other methods such as Enquiry by Design and Planning for Real are more appropriate for 
participatory design of master plans. 
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Other stakeholders (8,4,15,10) commented on how the involvement of stakeholders 
in the early phases of the planning process enabled the avoidance of delays, usually 
created through the duplication of requests for information. For example, the building 
control officer stated: 
'From a building control perspective this was an extremely useful process to 
be involved in, as usually we are involved vqrY late on in the process. Usually 
by the time we get the plans the developers have already gone through the 
consideration of all the issues and have appointed contractors and are 
starting the day the plans reach our desk and we are not involved with 
development control. So when we get involved we start askingfor information 
that has probably already been provided but sometimes we raise an issue and 
it is thefirst time it is raised so it is definitely beneficial, even iffrom a purely 
time saving perspective, if we are involved early on in the process as we were 
with the RAF. ' 
This potential capacity of the RAF to speed up and facilitate the planning application 
process is very important considering the results of developers' interviews (Chapter 
4). Developers had pointed out that in the absence of legislative requirements to force 
sustainability evaluation, the only other relevant incentives would be for the RAF to 
enable and facilitate the obtainment of planning permission. Although encouraging, 
these results are highly, situational, and therefore the conclusion that the RAF can 
speed up the planning process cannot be generalised or guaranteed for all 
developments. 
In order to establish the appropriateness of the time expenditure requirements of the 
RAF, stakeholders were questioned: 'Do you feel the time spent on carrying out this 
process was reasonable? '(Appendix 12). Importantly, all stakeholders including the 
developer stated that the time they were required to allocate was reasonable and that 
the process made very efficient use of the limited tirhe available. Comments included: 
'personally I think it was very reasonable, I attend a lot of meetings and this 
seemed to make very effective use of the time available'(S 11). 
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However, when stakeholders were questioned in general: 'Were there any problems 
associated with carrying out this processT only one issue was raised (by 10 out of the 
15 stakeholders involved), who mentioned that: 
'the second workshop seemed a bit too rushed'(S 1). 
This comment was also made by the non-participant observer who noted that 
'participants appeared to want more time to complete tasky'. When stakeholders were 
asked about what could be done to overcome this 'issue, including whether they felt 
more workshops were required, the feeling was that that would depend greatly on the 
size and complexity of the development. Three participants recommended that the 
second workshop could have been a full day workshop rather than a half-day one. A 
common response was: 
'yes I think the time spent was reasonable,. the second workyhop could have 
been a little longer, but whether that is realistically feasible I don't know. I 
think it is a matter of getting the right balance according to the scale of the 
development and I think in this case it was probably about right knowing what 
peoples schedules are like. ' (S9) 
Nine out of the ten stakeholders who felt the second workshop was pressured 
admitted to not having read the initial report (with the initial set of criteria and 
indicators) prior to attending the meeting, as had been required. They thus had to read 
the report for the first time during the workshop, which subsequently slowed down the 
process. 
'I think that should the participants at the second workshop had done the 
preparatory work necessary and gone through the report provided in advance 
of the workyhops, I think the time would have been less pressured'(S 14) 
Overall, then, it seems that the time allocated for the RAF process was considered 
reasonable. More formalised, potentially electronic, individual consultation prior to 
the second workshop was proposed to reduce thq sense that this session was too 
rushed. What also emerged though was that flexibility could be introduced with 
regard to the time allocated. The two workshops are proposed as a minimum 
requirement but participants could be asked whether more or longer workshops would 
be preferable. However, it is vital (and referred to as the Achilles heel of participatory 
evaluation process) that there is continued involvement of participants (Patton, 1997). 
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It is thus preferable that two workshops are carried out and that all participants attend 
both times (as in the case study), rather than more workshops with the risk of lack of 
continual attendance. 
6.6.2. Resources 
In Section 5.6 a descriptive evaluation of the resources required to undertake the RAF 
was made and therefore will not be reiterated. However, it is important to present the 
participants' own evaluations of the resource eff icioncy of the process. In general, all 
participants considered that the cost of the RAF had been reasonable. The developer's 
consultant stated: 
'ifyou cost up all the consultants' time and the survey it would probably cost 
the developer around Y10,000 which is not unreasonable considering the key 
role it has had in the ES, Statement of Community Involvement SCI and its 
other benefits'. 
As funder of the RAF, the developer was asked specifically whether he considered the 
cost of f 10,000 to be reasonable. He responded: 
Wat I appreciated was the realistic and co-operative approach which the 
LA took; for example we all looked at the possibility of using existing data, 
and no one was unreasonable in terms of monitoring requirements. Also the 
LA provided the rooms andfacilities to undertake the process which I think is 
positive and helps build collaboration without being an excessive burden for 
the developer... Now whether it is valuefor money... I am a developer and 
ideally wouldprefer not to pay; however, the process has made effective use of 
time and has been usedfor different elemeýts of the ES as well as part of the 
SCI, and in a sense I feel it has helped the planning process, which is an 
added bonus, so in this context Ifeel the cost is not unreasonable. '. 
Therefore, the multipurpose use of the RAF results (Section 5.4) resulted in the initial 
cost for conducting the RAF being perceived as feasible or not unreasonable. 
The RAF proposes a flexible approach to the funding arrangements of the long-term 
sustainability evaluation. During the second workshop (Phase 6 of the RAF) there was 
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discussion about who would fund the monitoring and who would carry it out. The 
observer noted that: 
'Consensus was reached by all participants that the monitoring would be 
funded by the developer, but the onus would be on the LA to higher 
consultants to carry out the work; thus increasing confidence in the results'. 
This approach was evaluated positively by a number of stakeholders (6). The reasons 
included feasibility issues, such as the lack of timie on behalf of the LA, as well as 
issues of trust between the developer and the LA. Indicative connnents included: 
'as a council we don't have the staff to carry out this process andfrom what it 
seems the developer does not want to be dealing with the development in such 
detail in 9 years time, so by getting a payment up front and us hiring an 
independent consultant to carry out the monitoring I think is the best way of 
going about this'(S2). ' 
Although the specific funding set up agreed in the case study may be relevant and 
appropriate for a number of BRPs, it is important that each case is examined 
individually and that funding arrangements are agreed between participants (although 
there is the presumption of the payment onus being on the developer; Chapter 5). 
6.6.3. Appropriateness evaluation of RAF: skills and know-how 
In Chapter 4 one of the main barriers identified to the adoption of sustainability 
assessment and monitoring practices was a perceived lack of skills and know-how 
with regard to sustainability and its evaluation. Therefore, interviewees in Chapter 4 
stipulated that the RAF would have to: 
abe simple; 
simprove the understanding of sustainability. 
The RAF was therefore designed to bring together the different experts and enable 
them to make their values explicit, as well as facilitate the sharing of sustainability 
principles and knowledgego. 
go Learning is seen as a result of the participatory process and therefore evaluated in section 6.8. 
240 
Designing a simple evaluation is difficult as it requires taking into account the likely 
skills and knowledge of the potential users, which vary between sites. Through the 
causal design process where the RAF was designed (refined) in collaboration with 
BRP stakeholders as well as potential evaluation users, a lot of emphasis was given to 
the skills and know-how issue. From the initial theoretical design to the final version 
presented in Chapter 5, the RAF was extensively simplified by cutting out extraneous 
tasks and elements. In general, it can be concluded that the RAF required extensive 
structuring, organisation and simplification of procedures, sustainability criteria and 
indicators, to enable use by non-experts9l. 
Participants were asked: How effective did you find the methods used in achieving 
the objectives of today's workshop?. 82 An average of 7.6 was achieved for the first 
workshop whereas an average of 6.5 was achieved for the second. The lower score 
achieved in the second workshop was explained by'participants as relating to the time 
pressures discussed above. Participants in the interviews commented positively on a 
number of procedural elements of the RAF, specifically its ease of use. For example, 
the use of SEEDA checklist criteria was appreciated by all stakeholders. Many (12) 
felt that the development of assessment criteria benchmarks would have been too time 
consuming and difficult (See Section 6.5): 
'it is good not to have to reinvent the wheel ... we can use our expertise in the 
group at the workshops to identify relevance, but I don't think we could do 
such a goodjob if we were starting with a blankpiece ofpaper'(S4) 
The developer was also content with the use of the pre-developed SEEDA criteria: 
'the vagueness was removed As a developer I know that in order to be 
sustainable the development needs to be a, b, c and that I have to do x, y, z to 
achieve it . 
P83 
However, one stakeholder stated: 
'it was a lot to take in one afternoon and especially with regard to the SEEDA 
criteria it might be good to have background explanatory information on prior 
to the workshop' (S6). 
81 Non-experts refers to sustainability or evaluation experts, as the stakeholders involved in the RAF 
are experts in their particular fields' e. g. contaminated land, transport. 
82 This question was in the questionnaire that was completed at both workshops. 
" This also reinforces the RAF outcome evaluation with regard to being able to facilitate development 
decision making Section 6.2. 
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Therefore the balance between theoretical best practice in participatory indicator 
development and simplicity was about right. Taking on board the participants' 
comments, it is thus proposed that the information which usually accompanies the 
SEEDA checklist 84 is provided to stakeholders prior to the second worksho 
It needs to be emphasised that the RAF process must avoid patronising experts who 
have in depth knowledge, by replacing their individual assessments with the RAF and 
SEEDA criteria. This is of particular relevance to developments which require EIA 
-and have specialist contractors undertaking detailed impact assessments. The RAF 
aims to bring structure, allowing the holistic consideration of the issues as well as to 
set some minimum benchmarks, thus creating a level playing field for discussions, 
and does not aim to circumvent the detailed existing assessment requirements (see 
Section 6.7 for detailed discussion). 
In order to avoid compromising the various experts' capacity for a detailed impact 
assessment, the RAF is designed to be undertaken in conjunction with and to integrate 
other development assessments (see Section 6.6). This issue was identified as 
particularly relevant to the contamination issues. Both LA contamination officers and 
a private contaminated land consultant stated: 
4 assessment and monitoring with regard to contamination is a highly 
scientific, site-specific issue which involves a lot of specialised detail, which 
the other participants really could not have commented upon. However, it did 
give us the playorm to initiate discussions as well as set out the range of 
issues which we had to address. The RAFprocess was very useful but it should 
not replace, but rather be carried out in conjunction with, individual detailed 
assessments. 
Another feature of the RAF process which aims to overcome the issue of skills and 
know-how limitations is the requirement for an independent trained facilitator with 
the capacity to organise and co-ordinate the whole process. The qualities of the 
facilitator required to undertake the RAF were specified in Section 5.2. However, if 
94 See www. sustainabililý, -checklist. co. uk 
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the RAF it to be used widely, the feasibility of the task assigned to the facilitator 
needs to be evaluated". Therefore, a trained facilitator from the Environment Council 
was interviewed with regard to whether a facilitator. could be expected to organise and 
carry out the RAF process. The response was positive: 
'Any trained facilitator would be able to carry out those tasks... I think 
however, due to the large amount of things which need to be done in two half 
day workshops it is essential that thefacilitator who carries it out is trained as 
it requires the use of a number of facilitation techniques as well as 
organisation. Also each development will -be different and will require the 
adjustment of some of the methods used, so unless you have training in 
facilitation design it could all go horribly wrong... by having a trained 
facilitator you can also ensure that the process is carried out fairly and that 
one side or individual does not dominate the outcome of theprocess'. 
In a nutshell, the skills and know-how limitation has been tackled through the use of a 
trained facilitator who can draw together the specialist knowledge of the evaluation 
task force, using the designed, structured and organised participatory process (see 
Section 6.5) as well as the SEEDA checklist. 
6.7. Evaluation of the RAFs compati6ility and integration with 
existing planning processes 
One of the key specifications to enable the use of sustainability evaluations on BRP 
was their integration and compatibility with existing planning processes (Chapter 4), 
something found to be lacking in the majority of tools reviewed (Chapter 3). BRP 
stakeholders in the RAF causal design stage of this research recommended a number 
of ways in which this integration could occur including: 
-ensuring relevance to community strategy objectives; 
-creating a link to SEA to ensure relevance of RAF to local policies; 
-integration with EIA process; 
-integration with the Statement of Community Involvement process. 
85 As the facilitator of the case study was the author, external evaluation was requested. 
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integration is a term which has many meanings. Scrase and Sheate (2002) identified 
14 types of integration with regard to assessments and planning processes, some of 
which they concluded did not necessarily have positive implications for the 
environment. Lee (2002) also looks at the different uses of the term integration and 
identified three broad types, two of which are relevant to the above recommendations. 
He refers to vertical integration as the link between different impact assessments such 
as SEA and EIA in the different planning processes, including the development 
project life cycle. However, he also refers to integration of impact assessment findings 
in the decision making processes (ibid). 
In Chapter 5 the different areas where the RAF is integrated with the planning process 
and how the infonnation could be used was illustrated. Participants' evaluations of 
bow well the RAF is integrated within existing planning processes are presented in 
this section. 
one of the recommendations made by BRP interviewees (Chapter 4) was to link the 
RAF with the Community Strategy. This was achieved by presenting the LA 
community strategy key priorities together with the results of the community census 
to guide participants"in establishing sustainability priorities in Phase 4. None of the 
case study participants mentioned this link in the metaevaluation interviews. 
However, the DC officer was questioned specifically about this element of the 
process. His response confirmed the current criticisms in the literature over 
community strategies and LA21, with regard to the lack of their consideration when 
reviewing planning applications (e. g. Doak 1998; see Section 2.3). 
'itsfunny that you mention that, I remember you putting the strategy priorities 
up... to be honest it is not something we use ' 
when determining an application, 
we look at the plan and policies... it is good to be reminded of the bigger 
picture.. but I wouldn't call it integration with the planning process. ' 
It therefore can be ascertained that, although the RAF attempts to integrate 
community strategies within its process, they are not considered to be key elements in 
the planning application process, limiting their impact (or limiting their integration 
with regard to decision making). 
" Consideration of community strategy indicators is also required in Phase 3 of the RAF process but in 
the GM case study they were found to be of poor quality (See Table 5.5) 
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One of the key recommendations was for the RAF to be relevant to the planning 
process through its structured consideration of policies and targets. To achieve that, 
the consideration of SEA and SA indicators and their benchmarks was recommended, 
on the assumption that they reflected local policies and priority issues. This practice 
was viewed positively by many stakeholders. In particular, the case. study planning 
policy officer stated: 
'by using the LDF SEA and SA indicators as a basis to develop site specific 
indicators, we were able to provide a link between SEA and EIA, as well as 
have an established baseline which we could use to evaluate the 
development's long-term performance against, by doing it this way we also 
ensured that the evaluation was in line with existing policy'. 
Apart from the relevance of the RAF to planning policy, it was considered essential 
that the RAF process was compatible with other existing planning processes such as 
EIA. A number of both private and LA participants commented on the compatibility 
and complementarities of the RAF with the EIA process. General endorsing 
comments included: 
'The fact that the R, 4F results have been included in the EIA and SI06 
agreements are being drawn based on this process and its results I think is a 
demonstration of its usefulness but also its compatibility and integration with 
the planning process (S13)'. 
What is positive from the comments was that participants did not perceive the RAF to 
subsume the EIA process but rather saw it as an additional tool which was compatible 
with, and enhanced, the existing EIA process. This is important as a plethora of tools 
is being developed which aim to replace (surpass? ) EIA, but which essentially are 
modified versions of the same process (Sheate, 2002; van der Vorst et al, 1999). 
Sheate (2003a, 274) illustrates, using the example of SA, that although it may be 
appropriate in encouraging monitoring, 'the inevitable simplification needed in SA 
risks the loss of essential transparency that underlies the very essence ofEIA'. This is 
true also in the case of the RAF, where the examination of the indicators developed 
identified an overemphasis of the socio-economic aspects as well as very general 
assessment criteria, which do not compare to the detailed impact assessments required 
as part of EIA or the Risk Assessment process. Therefore, the RAF has attempted to 
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draw on the strengths and weaknesses of both SA and EIA, to identify potentially 
beneficial links and create a mechanism to establish them without undermining the 
status of the existing processes. 
Participants commented on a number of different areas of the EIA process to which 
they felt that the RAF contributed positively. These included EIA scoping, socio- 
economic impact assessment, consultation and EIA post-monitoring practice. Each is 
now examined in more detail. 
Participants believed that the RAF contributed pofitively to the scoping exercise of 
the case study EIA. Scoping, regarded by some as the most important stage of EIA 
(Weston, 2000), involves identifying the significant impacts likely to result from a 
development which require further detailed assessment (Glasson et al, 2005). 
Scoping, however, is not a formal requirement under the Regulations for EIA, 
although it is for SEA (Sheate, 2003). The limitations of current scoping practice are 
widely documented (Mulvihill, 2003; Wood, 2003; Weston, 2000; Sadler, 1996 and 
Kennedy and Ross, 1992) as well as a range of ideal elements which scoping should 
entail. Some of these elements, summarised in Wood et al (2006), include: 
-Early application, but part of a cyclical process that continues throughout EIA; 
-Engagement of key actors, and openness to public input; 
-Focus upon key issues and on valued environmental components that are relevant to 
decision making; 
-Identification of impacts to be monitored throughout the life of the project. 
Importantly, many of these elements were thought by participants to have been 
achieved through the RAF. As part of the RAF it is proposed that the results from 
Phase 4 (identified sustainability objectives and significant impacts) are used as part 
of the EIA scoping exercise where the significant impacts of a development requiring 
further detailed investigation are identified. Best practice literature recommends 
consultation at the scoping phase of an EIA (Munvihill, 2003 and Wood et al 2006). 
However according to an EIA specialist interviewed: 
'Usually the scoping exercise is carried oýt by private planning consultants 
and the report is sent to the relevant local planning authority for comments, 
and very rarely do you get community consultation at this point. 
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However, when ineffective scoping occurs delays are caused by additional time being 
required to assess initially unidentified impacts (Weston, 2000; Glasson et al, 2005). 
The participating private planning consultant identified this as a common issue with 
EIA, stating: 
' often you get comments back on scoping reports requiring the assessment of 
effects without them really being significant based on the premises that they 
are mentioned in some paragraph ofsome policy, however this is not the point 
of EIA it is meant to assess the significant impacts of the development and 
often you get delaysfrom late responses requiringfor additional assessments 
or requests for impact studies on insignifllýant impacts which has time and 
resource implications. With the RAF process what I found very positive and 
complementary to the EIA process was that we had all the different 
stakeholders in a room and we carried outjointly a form of scoping exercise 
as we had to identify concerns as well as prioritise them, and most important y 
we all arrived at a consensus, so when the developer left the meeting he was 
sure that there was agreement as to what he would have to consider. ' 
Wood et al (2006) recommend that different actors (referring to consultants, LA and 
statutory consultees) should deliberate openly in the scoping process, in preference to 
the more common written consultations. Based on the comments of the participants 
the RAF provides the forum and structure to do that.. 
Public consultation at the scoping phase is advocated as best practice but is also 
widely known for its absence (Mulvihill, 2003). The Environment Agency (2002, p. 
16) states 'the early involvement ofstakeholders in EIA has benefitsfor the developer 
in terms ofgoodpublic relations and obtaining the information about the local area' 
and Wood et al (2006) comment on the opportunity which such consultation provides, 
in ensuring that community concerns are addressed through the EIA. A number of 
stakeholders (6) commented on the value of the community census and the way it was 
structured in fulfilling the role of public consultation at the EIA scoping phase: 
'there is no standardised way of consulting the public with regard to a scoping 
opinion, and that may be afactor contributing to thefact that it is hardly ever 
done, but the way the questionnaire was laid out you literally got the 
community to car? y out their own scoping exercise, and the results where 
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embedded in the decisions which were subsequently made... it was definitely 
an eye opener with regard to how to go about things in the future and the 
council will be using that format from now on, it was very straight 
forward'(S6). 
In addition to the scoping study, the results of the community census were included 
within the socio-economic impact assessment chapter of the case studies EIA (see 
Section 5.4). In the literature there has been a lot of criticism with regard to the 
quality of these assessments (Morris and Therivel, 2001; Glasson and Heany, 1993), 
in particular with regard to the lack of involvement of the community whose issues 
are being considered (Joyce and MacFarlane, 2001). This element of the RAF was 
perceived as positive link between the RAF and the EIA planning process: 
'including the results of the survey within the socio-economic impact 
assessment is only logical, regardless if its never usually done this way, it is 
all too easy to leave a consultant locked up in his office which may have 
visited the area once ifyour lucky and which has no knowledge of what the 
needs and aspirations of the people are, to determine based on outdated 
statistics, what will be a significant social and economic impact regarding the 
development, it is crazy. At least with the community survey you got to hear 
what thepeople themselves thought would be significant. '(S 10). 
Another element of the EIA process is the monitoring of the development's impacts 
as well as the effectiveness of the mitigations proposed. However, as identified by 
several authors (Dipper et al, 1998; Wood, 1999; Bisset and Tomlinson, 1988; 
Glasson et al, 2005; Wilson, 1998) and in Chapter 2, post-development monitoring 
practice is limited. This lack of monitoring is often linked to the fact that it is not 
stipulated in the regulations, as it is seen as imposing an additional burden on 
developers and authorities (Sheate, 2003). However, the RAF, through its use of a 
S106 agreement, secured funding for EIA post-monitoring which was viewed as an 
achievement by interviewees. The private planning consultant in charge of the EIA on 
behalf of the developer stated: 
'the RAF process was good in that it brought the monitoring and long-term 
issues to theforefront so they couldn't be ignored Often youfind consultants 
paying lip service to the monitoring specifications of the EIS and with the R, 4F 
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they couldn't do that, they had clear questions and instruction to follow. Also 
by putting all the monitoring requirements all into one section in the EIS with 
developers responsibilities described it was then easyfor the LA to slap on a 
SI06 covering all the monitoring aspects, which they normally never do'. 
The experience of the case study indicates that, not only are the RAF and EIA 
processes compatible, but also that the RAF has the potential to enhance the EIA (see 
Figure 5.9). 
For the GM case study, a sustainability assessment was requested for submission 
together with the EIA. Such sustainability assessments have often been criticised for 
their vagueness (see Chapter 4; George, 1999). With this in mind the RAF SEEDA 
sustainability criteria were used for the assessment. Having reviewed the EIS and 
incorporated sustainability assessment, a number of participants commented 
favourably: 
'for once we have an assessment which is based on a set ofstructured criteria 
and benchmarks, rather than random consul. lants' opinions'(S 15). 
'the criteria themselves require consultants to justify the scores they have 
allocated which in a senseprovides another level ofscrutiny'(S I). 
However, not all developments require an EIA; in fact very few do, and therefore the 
RAF was not designed for exclusive application to EIA developments but rather all 
large developments. The RAF was designed to be -compatible with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI) process and a number of participants commented that 
it was so. 
'SCI are very much a novelty and no one is quite sure of how they should be 
done and what they should include. I think the way we went about using the 
RAF was very good and should serve as a blue print for future 
developments'(S2). 
In conclusion, the participants perceived the RAF process to be compatible with the 
planning process and in some cases complementary to existing procedures. However, 
an indisputable limitation of the RAF was its voluntary nature with its implementation 
depending upon the developers' willingness to participate in the process. This is a 
serious issue which affects the future adoption of the RAF and is discussed in Section 
6.9. 
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6.8. RAF Participation evaluation 
The final RAF specification was that it ought to be participatory. In Section 2.5 the 
theoretical specifications of 'good participation and risk communication' were 
defined. However, the nature of the participatory approach adopted by the RAF was 
significantly modified following the BRP interviews in Chapter 4. The criteria used 
for the following metaevaluation have been distinguished into outcome and process 
criteria (Table 6.2 for summary of criteria), both of which are used as they are 
inextricably linked. However, some of the criteria (those highlighted in bold) such as 
resources and timing have already been evaluated in previous sections and will 
therefore not be repeated. Also it was established that risk perception and 
communication are key in BRP projects and thus, in Section 6.8.1, the way the RAF 
deals with risk communication is evaluated. 
Table 6.2 Outcome and process participatofy evaluation criteria. 
outcome criteria Process criteria (Environment Agency1998 and Wehrmeyer 
2001) 
1. Achievement of consensus on a a. The extent to which the participants represent all stakeholders. 
decision. b. Effectiveness of the method in meeting the objectives of 
2. Value added to the decision. the participants. 
3. A fair decision (inequities are C. Use of resources to their fullest value. 
minimised as far as possible. ) d. Balance participation with focus. 
4. improvement in the public availability e. Communicate as fast as reasonably practical. 
of information. f. The extent to which the communication method and mandate 
5. Promotion of trust between for stakeholders participation meets the objectives of different 
stakeholders. parties. 
g. The degree of knowledge and awareness achieved among 
participants. 
h. Compatibility with other decision processes, particularly 
statutory. 
One of the main criteria of a 'good' participatory process is the extent to which the 
participants represent all stakeholders (Table 6.2) which is linked to the outcome 
criteria of achieving a fair decision. Santos and ' 
Chess (2003) underline that the 
conditions of fairness have to do with the equal opportunity to be part of the process, 
freely initiate and participate in decision making as well as to be free from 
manipulation and have equality with respect to power. However, 'brownfleld 
development is a complex activity and stakeholder involvement is wide ranging with 
different stakeholders active at different stages' (Dair and Williams, 2004,6), thus 
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highlighting the importance and the difficulty of achieving representativity through 
the RAF process. 
By limiting RAF participation to the process users, who are essentially BRP decision 
makers, two-way public participation is restricted. The reasoning behind this approach 
will not be revisited here (see Section 2.5). However, it is important to establish how 
RAF participants evaluated the representation, and whether or not they considered this 
approach to be fair 87 . 
In the questionnaire, the question 'to what extent did you feel the participants 
represented stakeholders in the (development)? ' received an average score of 7.4. 
Feedback from the evaluations was very positive on this aspect with comments such 
as: 
'it's the first time all people involved in a development have been able to sit 
around a table a discuss openly' (S2). 
A conscious trade-off was made between extensive public participation and focus; 
therefore the views of the community were represented at the workshop by the local 
88 Area Councillor as well as the Area Coordinator . It was thus important to establish 
whether participants felt that this approach of indirect community involvement was 
appropriate. The responses obtained from the interviews were positive. A number of 
points were raised over the difficulty of having true public representation, even when 
using direct public participation, an issue discussed in Whitehead (2003) and 
Henderson (2004). Participants expressed satisfaction with the results and the use of 
the community census. 
Y think the community survey is the best way about things as often you get 
public individuals coming along to the meetings who have particular agendas 
and individual interests, who are vociferous and in fact don't represent the 
community views (Sll)'. 
" it could be argued that those involved in the RAF workshops would be likely to be positive with 
regard to the representation and those critical of the process would be those who had been left out (for 
example the community). However, it was neither feasible, nor desirable to ask the community whether 
or not they thought the process was representative. 
" The Area Coordinator represented more the views of local businesses and entrepreneurs. 
251 
'We used elected members to represent the public, that is theirjob after all. I 
think it was important that they are there not only to bring the views of the 
public but also to be able to report back' (S6). 
Although the make up of the RAF evaluation task force worked well in the case study, 
the particular combination of participants is not specified for all BRPs. Flexibility in 
stakeholder selection is an important feature of the , 
RAF. Furthermore, although it is 
positive that participants were happy with the level of public consultation, only the 
minimum RAF requirements were carried out and it is unknown whether local 
residents were satisfied with their level of involvement and with being represented by 
their elected members. However, the EIA was put out to public consultation as 
specified in the Regulations and, as confirmed by the DC officer, 'none of the public 
consultations received mentioned the RAF or monitoring'. This enforces Fenwick and 
Elcock's (2004) argument that the public are not interested in the way things are run 
(i. e. example what indicators are used) but rather with the end result. 
However, an examination of the composition of the RAF evaluation task force 
highlights the difficulty of getting different perspectives from society. Although there 
were different representatives (for example, one person representing the school's 
interests, another those of elderly people; see Figure 5.3) all were middle aged white 
men (see Figure 5.4). This is an obvious limitation of the process, as this is not 
representative of the local community's demographic make-u 
One of the criteria of good participation processes. is their ability to achieve focused 
deliberation. The RAF required a number of specific tasks to be completed and 
decisions made, subsequently making focus a prerequisite. Therefore, participants' 
feedback, commenting on how focused the workshops were, was encouraging: 
ýpeople spend too longjust talking, here we had clear objectives and tasks we 
had to do and a specified time limit which really helpedfocus the mind'(S7). 
'What was interesting was the inclusion of the community views, I don't think 
they were what we were expecting and I like the way they were presented so 
they couldn't be ignoredfor onceP (S 11) - 
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Focus was perceived as a result of the structure of the workshop and facilitation 
exercises as well as the presentation of information referring in particular to the 
community survey results. Comments from the non-participant observer included: 
(participants stayed veryfocused throughout and seemed to get on well with 
the task in hand... the workshop processes allowedfor activities to befocused 
through clearly visible infonnation andpresýnted instructions'. 
These results are encouraging as they demonstrate the appropriateness of the 
participation methods used to achieve the objectives of the RAF including the 
enabling of decision making. Care was taken to ensure that participants agreed on 
the objectives of the workshops and the ground rules of interaction were agreed at the 
onset (non-participant observer). 
However, a participatory approach was designed into the RAF with the aim of 
achieving the range of widely documented benefits associated with such processes 
(see Section 2.5). In particular, increasing communication and understanding was 
stated as one of the RAFs main purposes (Section 4.7). Therefore the particular 
characteristics and benefits which the participants perceived as a result of the process 
followed are described. They are drawn from the interview questions 'Were there any 
particular benefits from carrying out the RAF processT 'Were there any problems 
associated with carrying out the RAF processT. 
One of the main benefits stated by all participants in the questionnaires as well as 
interviews was the increased communication achieved. The non-participant observer 
commented that: 
'a high level of participation and co-operation was achieved among 
participants and activities energised participants and allowed for in depth 
input. The group activities allowed individuals to learn and share ideas within 
a small setting. ' 
This is an important comment as one of the mdin limitations to the adoption of 
sustainability monitoring practices identified through the interviews in Chapter 4 was 
the lack of communication. The results from the participants' questionnaire on the 
question of. 'do you feel this process supported communication between 
participantsT, had an average high score of 7.5 for the first workshop and 8.8 for the 
second. All participants' comments were positive, for example: 
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'The most important thing was having everyone together in one room working 
as a team and everybody becoming aware of what each other's role is, and 
what the objectives are and how one should work without prejudicing 
another's interests (S 1)'. 
Although improved communication is an established benefit of participation, Wood et 
al (2006) comment on how some developers wi sh to limit the opportunities for 
conversation with LAs and consultees at an early stage as they feel this approach 
increases the risk for project changes. This was in fact an issue in the TG case study 
which did not want to continue with the RAF process for fear of receiving negative 
criticism and of the LA pushing for S 106 monies. Therefore, the GM developer in the 
interview was asked whether he had felt threateped by the prospect of the open 
discussion with such a large number of stakeholders. Interestingly, the developer did 
not feel this was an issue: 
'for me as a developer, it was very beneficial having all the different LA 
officers together in a room where I was able to understand their point of view 
and what their aspirations and requirements were, you obtain a closer 
working relation with the council which in the future will help speed up 
things. ' 
The LA participants also identified communication as key, acknowledging 
interdepartmental communication problems. One participant went as far as to state 
that: 
, as a result of this process we have identified blockages in communication 
channels and in the way we work together within the LA which we will have to 
address'(S3). 
Another key criterion of 'good' participation is the provision of information and the 
degree of knowledge and awareness achieved amongst participants (Table 6.2). The 
questionnaire asked 'Do you feel awareness of different perspectives about the project 
was raised? ' 'Do you feel this process supported understanding between participants? ' 
For the awareness question a high average score of 7.5 was achieved for the first 
workshop and 8.1 for the second. Equally, high scores with regard to the process 
supporting understanding between participants were achieved, with 7.2 and 8.2 for the 
second worksho The higher scores at the second workshops reflect the relationships 
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being built between the participants over time. In -general, all participants said they 
felt they gained greater understanding (Box 6.2) in relation to: 
-the development; 
-sustainability in general; 
sparticipants' perspectives. 
Box 6.2. Participants' evaluation of the RAF capacity for Increasing understanding 
V felt it was a very useful process as it gave me the opportunity to speak with different people with different 
specialisms and It made many things clearer between us as to why things are going in the locations which 
they are and not others and it made us aware of issues we had never even considered. The process was 
overall beneficial because It raised awareness and understanding not only of sustainability but about the 
scheme itseff, it was like ajigsaw which came together' (S3). 
'on a scheme the scale which we are dealing with I think it Is very useful to got everyone around the same 
table as I think especially for people which are not specialised in one particular area like the councillors or 
area coordinator to understand that there is a lot behind a development which doesn't have to do with 
everyday politics. I think it gets them to realise that some thinqs are less achievable than others for proper 
and not necessarily politics, but proper reasons whether 9 be planning, transport or contamination or 
whatever, it essentially enables a sense of reallsation, of a situation. (S 12)' 
'this process helped to raise awareness of all the different Issues which need to be considered with regard to 
sustainability and #provided a rounded understanding of the effect of the development as well as the different 
perspectives of the different participants, so ft was an excellent leaming experience and opportunity to include 
our considerations at an early stage. '(S8) 
'sustainabilfty meant a lot more to me when I left the workshop(S4)' 
Leaming as a result of participation processes is widely documented and expressed as 
one of the main benefits of two-way deliberative communication (Tonn et A 2000; 
Ukaga and Maser, 2004; Sanoff, 2000). From the comments listed in Box 6.2 it can be 
ascertained that participants felt the RAF was useful as a process to facilitate leaming. 
This cannot be verified as participants were not tested to establish levels of leaming as 
a result of the RAF. However, it can be concluded that one of the key strengths of the 
RAF is that it provides the means for people to share relevant knowledge and 
information, to facilitate decision making and potential learning. 
One of the outcome criteria of 'good' participation presented in Table 6.2 is the 
promotion of trust between stakeholders. Trust is a subjective term and thus very hard 
to evaluate. Stakeholders were not questioned about whether the process increased 
trust between participants. However, trust is dependent on the transparency of the 
decision making process, the information provided as well as the credibility of the 
communicator or facilitator (Wehrmeyer et al, 2004; Kontic, 2000; Section 2.5). 
Therefore, an essential element of the RAF design was the transparency in decision 
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making and the provision of information, as well as -the opportunity for all participants 
to express their views and their concerns. Transparency was also incorporated into the 
RAF by using freely available evaluation criteria and indicators such as SEEDA and 
RESCUE. 
The non-participant observer reported comments overheard from participants as to the 
value of having an independent facilitator. A number of interviewees (6), including 
the developer, commented on the non-threatening and collaborative atmosphere of the 
workshops. Additionally, based on the author's experience as the facilitator piloting 
the RAF, it is essential that the objectives of the workshops and ground rules are 
agreed by all participants early on, to allow people to focus on the task in hand, i. e. 
the creation of an evaluation strategy rather than the negotiation of S106 agreements 
(discussing the latter would be threatening for any developer! ) 
All the above elements resulted in an essential key outcome of the process, which was 
the development of sustainability criteria and long-term indicators (see Section 6.2). 
However, the increased communication and understanding developed between 
participants are valuable outcomes of the process in their own right. 
6.8.1. Evaluation of the RAF's consideration of risk 
As brownfield projects are considered high risk developments, it was decided that the 
RAF should incorporate elements of risk management and communication. One of the 
reasons behind the perception of brownfields as being high risk is the fact that they 
are characterised by uncertainty due to the lack of environmental and redevelopment 
information (Wylie and Sheehy, 1999). Therefore, 'Phase 2 in the RAF process was 
introduced to put together information on the development and enable stakeholder 
interaction (Phases 4 to 6) to allow for information exchange. 
There is, however, a trade-off to be made between the early involvement of 
stakeholders in the decision making process and the availability of information, but 
the case study achieved a recognition of what information was missing and what the 
uncertainties were. As stated by the developer: 
'it made us understand what was important and what wouldfollow in terms of 
getting the application ready'. 
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Risk decision making is value based and thus risk assessment should take 
stakeholders risk perceptions into account (Pediaditi et al, 2005 and see Section 2.4). 
This line of thought was incorporated into the RAF design, which required 
stakeholders to express and prioritise their concerns regarding the development in the 
workshops. Lay people's risk perceptions were also incorporated through the 
community census where they were asked to identify the social, environmental, health 
and safety or economic risks they felt they were facing as a result of the proposed 
development. The results of the census (Appendix 5) were surprising, with 
environmental risks being a priority whereas health and safety risks ranked low 
despite the site being substantially contaminated (see Pediaditi et al, 2005b). 
Kasperson (1986) points out that perceived control is a factor which can affect the 
acceptability of a risk and proposes the provision of opportunities for risk bearers to 
monitor the risks, which could enhance their feeling of control and subsequently risk 
acceptance. Workshop participants clearly felt that the process increased awareness 
and understanding and realism (as discussed in Section 6.6). The element of control 
has also been introduced through the long-term monitoring requirements. However, 
there was no two-way communication with the public and monitoring has not been 
proposed to be undertaken by the public themselvei, but rather by consultants; this is 
undeniably a limitation in terms of ensuring public risk acceptability. However, a 
conscious trade-off had to be made following the advice of BRP stakeholders 
(Chapter 4) between feasibility and propriety. Nevertheless, it was agreed that all 
monitoring information would be made publicly available and this is a move in the 
right direction. 
6.9. Evaluation of the RAPs future potential 
The final objective (g) of this research was to examine the future potential of the 
RAF. Therefore participants were asked, on the basis of their professional and case 
study experience: 'Do you think this is a process which should be applied to all major 
applications? ' All 15 interviewees stated that the RAF should be widely applied and 
become standard practice due to the range of perceived benefits described in previous 
sections. However, all participants commented on the fact that the RAF could not be 
expected to be undertaken for all major developments under the current general 
definition of major as: 
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'schemes of more than 10 houses (or over 0.5 ha where number of units not 
defined), for other uses over 100OM2 in floorspace or where the site area of 
the development itsetf is above I ha in size I (HMSO, 1995 SI 419). 
The need for thresholds to be set was emphasised by all participants, but there was 
disagreement over what a reasonable threshold would be, and whether the threshold 
should be locally developed or set by government. A number of different proposed 
thresholds are presented in Box 6.3. To summarise, it was proposed that: 
- EIA thresholds are utilised, which are nationally set but locally relevant; 
-The EIA threshold approach is used, but at a lower level of approximately 100 
houses or 1000 sqft. (proposed by 7 participants); 
-RAF thresholds should be defted by each LA whilst utilising the thresholds set in 
LA SO which identify the scale of development requiring a development SCI. 
Box 6.3. Proposed thresholds for carrying out the RAF 
'There needs to be a threshold as to which developments undertake this process; a simple threshold would 
be the EIA limit which has preset tests to establish significance and the merit of an EIA. However, there are 
very few developments in the scheme of things which merit an EIA so perhaps a lower threshold would have 
to be set. In order to set thresholds you would have to consider the location of the development, its class and 
size and you also probably have to look at land and the development values, because there is a cost involved 
in this process. Aftematively you could also take the thresholds set by LAs to which they consider a 
development significant enough to merit a SCV (S 14). 
Applying the RAF will depend on its scale, the sustainability criteria can be used as an aide- memoir for all 
developments but the actual RAF process would require thresholdi to be set. These exist for EIA and are 
able to take into account local conditions so / would use those as a threshold for the RAF (SQ. 
How big is big? For this LA this development is big but for Manchester City council maybe its not, so I guess 
there is an issue of definition here and I think it should be defined locally. 
You would have to be careful to fit the RAF within an appropriate box so rather than saying every major 
development, as major can include 10 houses but it can also include 1000 houses and there are words of 
difference between the two. I would say that the application where EIA are triggered should definitely melit an 
RAF, in lesser developments you eitherpitch it to a significant size or scale for example I ha and above Or 
something along the line of 100houses and above of WON of flo6r space, whatever the case I think it needs 
to be pitched quite high rather than relying on the Planning Act's definition of major, otherwise the RAF will 
become a fairly intensive process which is built into something which is faidy minor in comparison. (DC 
Officer) 
With regard to who should set the thresholds the DC officer stated: 
I think the legislation as it works provides a process which sets tfiggers which must be looked at against each 
proposal which then need to be looked at in terms of providing certain actions'and I think to apply the RAF 
nationally is the only way forward in terms of setting national thresholds. If not the outcomes would be quite 
different between LA so you wouldn I get any consistency, and you would denigrate its appropriateness, its 
response and outcome, so I definitely think national threshold should be devised. (DC officer). 
It seems there is insufficient knowledge based on this pilot case study to set rigid 
thresholds for the UK. However, it is the author's view that due to the compatibility 
of the new Statement of Community Involvement procedure and the RAF that the 
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existing thresholds developed by LAs which trigger the need for a SCI are also used 
as thresholds for the requirement of the RAF process. This approach would not 
exclude the vast majority of developments (as would be the case if the EIA thresholds 
were used), and at the same time would allow for thresholds which are reasonable for 
each LA's particular context or capacity. Further research on this issue is 
recommended. 
6.10. Recommendations for the wider use of the RAF 
A final question put to participants was: 'What do you think needs to be done for the 
RAF to be widely usedT All interviewees pointed out that in order for the RAF to be 
widely utilised it would have to be applied as standard practice across the country and 
be required as part of policy or legislation. A number of reasons were provided to 
support this argument. 
'If the RAF is applied intermittently across different counties there will be 
those which are more enthusiastic and want to adopt it and there will be those 
which are not and developers will say, the authority down the road doesn't do 
it, so it is unreasonable, so we will not do it'. (S6) 
Most participants noted that in the pilot study there. was a public and private informal 
partnership (See Chapter 5) which increased the collaboration between the LA and 
developer. 
'the only glitch I can see with the RAF is that you will not always get such a 
cooperative developer especially in purely private developments'(S 14). 
'the RAF has to be adopted widely; it is a useful process but unless it is 
standard across the country, for developers who haven't gone through the 
process and don't know what it involves it might put them offfrom developing 
in aparticular area, just because of theperceived added administration. '(S4) 
The developer himself stated: 
'I think the RAF should be undertaken by aýl major developments but I think it 
should be made obligatory to provide a levelplayingfield'. 
This issue was previously raised by developers (Chapter 4), who stated that a barrier 
to the adoption of sustainability practices was the lack of a level playing field and 
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they argued for the need for legislation stipulating sustainability evaluation 
requirements. This is a serious issue with regard to the feasibility of the RAF as a 
whole. Even though it proved to be feasible as a process and was endorsed by all 
participants, its widespread use depends on its ability to be enforced or statutorily 
required throughout the country. 
The need for the RAF to be stipulated through policy or legislation rather than being 
used as a voluntary process has also been established through the experience with the 
TG case study. Although initially the developers were happy to go along with the 
RAF when asked to carry out early consultation with the public and have the 
workshops with the LA, they felt that they were exposing themselves to unnecessary 
risk and pulled out (see Chapter 5). As the RAF was based entirely on the voluntary 
collaboration of both parties, the LA did not have the enforcement powers to stipulate 
to developers that they follow the process through. In addition, based on the feedback 
of the developer, the novelty of the RAF process and the increased uncertainty" could 
also have contributed to the TG case study failure as the developers said they felt : 
'we're opening ourselves up to too much risk'. Based on all the above, the main 
recommendation for achieving extensive use was through the RAF's inclusion within 
national planning policy or guidance (see Box 6.4). 
Box 6.4. Recommendations for the RAFS Inclusion witnin policy ancl gUldance 
'its got to come from ODPM, it has to be part of planning policy. (S3) 
, Its got to come from government guidance or even as a recommendation of good practice from ODPM or 
whoever.. I think it needs some political clout behind it to got it wide spread. ' (S9). 
'I think it needs to come from policy guidance from ODPM and I need to emphasise that until it has this status 
there will be a reluctance by developers to be engaged in this process. You need to realise that at the 
moment there is so much paper work involved in a planning application, that developers would be very much 
reluctant in taking up any additional process no matter how good it was unless it was stipulated by regulation. 
So I think it does need the status of government guidance or ultimately regulation. I don Y see why this should 
be a problem considering how beneficial this process has proved to be for this development, as well as its 
compatibility and the way it compliments the new changes in the planning system.. ' (Private planning 
consultant). 
99 regarding the RAFs value as well as the authors competence. 
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The need for the RAF to be included within planning policy is also dictated by its 
design which makes use of S106 agreements to ensure long-term monitoring 
obligations are carried out and at least part funded by the developer. According to the 
guiding principles of the planning system (see Section 2.3), in order to require aS 106 
agreement, requirements need to be reasonable and relevant to planning (amongst 
other things). Reasonableness is determined with regard to whether or not it is 
required by planning policy. 
Participants identified the overarching need to implement the RAF through 
Government Guidance, with the view that it would affect Regional as well as Local 
Planning Guidance. 
lit might be enough for example for our LA having experienced the RAF to 
decide to develop Local Supplementary Guidance, and through this guidance 
we could try and impose it. However, if the developer refused on the basis of 
unreasonablesness and the case went to appeal, we would not have a strong 
case to defend our demands as it's not based on regional or government 
guidance' (Policy officer). 
'I don't think it will be dijfIcult to get thq RAF into government guidance 
considering its compatibility with the SCI and EIA process. The results would 
have to be presented to the Government Office and as they are empirical and 
are proof of a working process, which is much more than what a lot ofpolicy 
is based on trust me, I don't see why they couldn't send out an amendment or 
bestpractice guidance with regard to SCI requiring the RAF"(DC officer). 
Other recommendations made by participants but proposed as likely to be less 
effective were: 
'the recognition of the RAF process by professional bodies such as the RTPI 
(S3)' - 
The private consultants pointed out that it would help if the process and case study 
experience was publicised in industry journals, which are read widely by 
professionals. The developer and private planning consultant stated the need to write a 
manual or guidance describing the RAF process and outlining what is required and its 
resource and time implications. The developer added: 
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'I think it would really help ifyou could add examplesfrom the case study in 
the manual, or at least mention that this process was trialled and was a 
success, because as a developer I see so many tools being promoted but you 
don't really have confidence in them unless You know they are trialled and 
tested. 
In summary the main recommendations proposed to ensure the wide adoption and use 
of the RAF are: 
n Incorporate the RAF in Government Guidance and ultimately in Regulation: 
o This could be achieved through government recommendation of best 
practice with regard to EIA or SCI; 
o From the Government Guidance, Regional and Local policies should 
be developed to reflect the requirement for its adoption. 
0 Develop an implementation manual for the RAF which can be used by developers 
and consultants and provides: 
oa clear specification of the RAF requirements and resource 
implications; 
o case study examples of what does and what does not work. 
m Get the support and endorsement from professional bodies. 
n Publicise the RAF widely in professional journals. 
6.11. Conclusion 
The purpose of this Chapter was to evaluate the RAF based on results obtained from 
interviews with case study participants and observations made by the non-participant 
observer. The RAF was evaluated according to the criteria specified in the causal 
design (Box 4.1) 
participants identified a number of uses for the RAF which were compatible with the 
theoretical specifications, and overall perceived the objectives of the process to have 
been achieved. Regarding the capacity of the RAF to monitor long-term 
sustainability, although monitoring was secured it was not ad infinitum. Even though 
participants did not perceive this as being problematic, 
it demonstrates the difficulty 
of securing long-term monitoring. 
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The RAF was meant to be holistic, enabling the consideration of social, 
environmental and economic issues. Participants perceived that this was achieved, 
commenting on the value as well as the novelty of being able to consider and assess 
all the different issues together and in particular to quantify socio-economic issues. 
However, a retrospective examination of the priority objectives identified and 
indicators selected shows a slight overemphasis on socio-economic aspects of 
sustainability in relation to environmental. Participants were very supportive of the 
context specific approach of the RAF but, similarly, international issues such as 
energy and water conservation as well as waste minimisation were not addressed. It is 
thus proposed that some mandatory indicators are used to ensure that such issues are 
addressed. 
A number of outcomes as well as process criteria were identified to enable the 
evaluation of the participatory process (Table 6.2). To summarise, participants felt 
that the RAF through its structured process enabied consensus to be reached, and 
raised awareness with regard to sustainability and the project itself. The RAF was 
described as a learning tool, which enabled improved communication and 
understanding between participants. The value of the community census was 
emphasised as well as the consideration of different elements of risk and in particular 
those of lay people. The limitations of the census, regarding two-way communication, 
are recognised and recommendations are made for additional community consultation 
workshops. 
With regard to its feasibility, the RAF was found to be practically applicable with 
respect to its resource requirements, timing and duration. However, a weakness was 
identified in that Phase 6 of the process was considered too rushed with the need for 
more formalised preparatory individual work, potentially through the form of 
electronic consultation forms, prior to the workshops. Otherwise, the methods used in 
the RAF were considered appropriate to the skills and know-how of the participants. 
The RAF was evaluated with regard to its integration and compatibility with existing 
planning processes. It was seen by all participants as compatible as well as 
complementary to a number of existing processes with both the developer and DC 
officer stating that the 'RAF has the potential to smooth the planning process'. Its 
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consideration of planning policy through the utilisation of existing SEA and SA 
monitoring indicators as a baseline was seen as a significant characteristic, which 
enabled a link to be created between SEA and EIA. The compatibility and 
complementarity of the RAF to the EIA process wýs identified through its input into 
the scoping process as well as its contribution to the socio-economic assessment 
through the utilisation of the community survey results, which was perceived as a 
novelty. The ability to bring monitoring issues to the forefront was seen as an 
achievement, as EIA was perceived to be lacking in that field. 
Finally, overall the RAF was perceived as being a structured process which brought 
together different stakeholders and enabled a structured assessment of the 
development proposals as well as the setting out and enforcement through S106 
agreements of a monitoring plan to ensure long-term sustainability. Thus it was 
considered to have achieved its initial aim. In fact, all participants stated the RAF 
should be applied to all major developments, on the proviso that thresholds are set 
with regard to the scale of development, something requiring further research. From 
the recommendations provided regarding actions necessary to ensure the wider use of 
the RAF, the need for its stipulation or inclusion within planning policy and 
ultimately regulations was emphasised. 
Based on the limited evaluation results of this uniqiie case study, it can be concluded 
that the RAF appears to achieve what it set out to do, and that participants involved in 
the process were content to the extent of recommending its wider application. 
However, a step back is needed to evaluate this research project as a whole, in order 
to put into context the significance of these findings, and to make recommendations 
for further research and actions (Chapter 7). 
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Chapter 7. Conclusion and Recommendations 
In this final Chapter, the research carried out for this thesis is examined to determine 
whether the objectives set out in Section 1.2 have been achieved (Section 7.1). In 
order to draw conclusions on the wider implications of this research, an overview of 
the limitations faced is provided (Section 7.2). The broader question of whether 
brownfield redevelopment is contributing to sustainability is analysed (Section 7.3), 
followed by a discussion of the RAF's potential contribution should it be nationally 
adopted (Section 7.4). The RAF's potential contribution to the scientific community 
in the eventuality of its wider adoption is also outlined (Section 7.5). Clarifications 
regarding what the RAF should not be assumed to do are provided (Section 7.6). As 
this research has focused on reviewing and developing tools, some methodological 
reflections on evaluation methodology design are also presented (Section 7.7). The 
thesis concludes with recommendations for further research (Section 7.8) as well as 
some advice for the policy and planning community (Section 7.9). 
7.1. Evaluation of the attainment of the research objectives 
Objective (a) of this research involved conceptualising and making operational the 
key parameters of a BRP and essentially identifying the key elements and processes 
of a BRP including the differences in relation to Greenfield developments (see 
Section 1.2). A broad approach was adopted whereby consideration was given to the 
impacts and processes relevant to BRP throughout their land use life cycle in order to 
specify the nature of the sustainability evaluation. 
The main difference between Brownfield and Greenfield projects relates to the 
potential of brownfields to be contaminated and therefore being considered as higher 
risk developments, due to increased uncertainty of environmental conditions. 
Potential brownfield contamination could also' result in additional regulatory 
restrictions as well as requirements for land remediation processes, which could 
harbour further sustainability implications. These findings signify that the RAF as an 
evaluation process would have to integrate risk considerations as well as adopt a 
context specific approach, as ground conditions and subsequent development 
processes would vary between BRP. 
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However, when investigating current practice in sustainability evaluation as well as 
decision making processes, it was established that there is in fact little difference 
between Brownfield and Greenfield projects. Apart from the health and safety 
requirements for risk assessment and management relevant to legislation and specific 
policies, planning decisions regarding BRP were mdde in an identical manner to those 
on Greenfields. So in retrospect it could be concluded that the RAF is applicable 
to development projects in general. 
The life cycle review of BRP impacts and processes emphasised the importance of the 
initial planning and design phase of projects due. to its capacity to determine the 
sustainability of subsequent phases, as well as the presence of enforcement powers 
and processes to stipulate long-term evaluation. Thus the RAF as a process was 
developed to be implemented during the development planning application process, 
yet to enable the monitoring of sustainability throughout the land use life cycle. 
With a determination not to reinvent the wheel, objective (b) was carried out whereby 
a range of existing sustainability indicator tools and evaluation literature was 
reviewed. It was established that, despite the plethora of existing tools, there was no 
tool evaluating the sustainability of specifically BRP. From the literature a number of 
theoretical specifications which an ideal evaluation should incorporate were 
identified. However, when reviewing a range of existing tools, it was identified that 
they did not meet those specifications as they were ýot: 
nParticipatory or transparent (usually being top-down with hidden evaluation criteria); 
mHolistic (i. e. addressing simultaneously environmental social and economic issues); 
oLong-term (i. e. relevant throughout a developments land use life cycle); 
-Relevant to the wider development scale (mostly addressing purely the building 
scale); 
oRelevant to existing planning and decision making processes; 
More importantly, the investigation identified limited use of these existing tools. 
Through the exploratory interviews with BRP stakeholders and existing tool 
developers, a range of barriers to the adoption and use of evaluation tools was 
identified and recommendations made to overcome them. One of the main 
recommendations consisted of integrating BRP sustainability evaluation into existing 
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decision making processes and ensuring the feasibility of the process with regard to 
development time lines, existing processes and resources. 
Therefore objective (c) of this research involved investigating what existing processes 
were being used by decision makers to implement and evaluate the long-term 
sustainability of developments. The results were not straightforward. With regard to 
the implementation of sustainability, the planning process with its unstructured use of 
policies was seen as the overarching vehicle for implementing and assessing 
sustainability at the development level. Interviewees expressed the need for a 
structured process to enable consideration and evaluation of sustainability through the 
existing planning application process, which would enable the consideration of 
evaluation findings in decision making. 
With regard to general government sustainability evaluation practice, it was 
established that sustainability monitoring is moving up the planning agenda as a result 
of a number of changes occurring in planning including the introduction of SA, SEA 
and Community Strategies. A range of existing, albeit fragmented, monitoring 
baseline data and indicators was identified. It was established that this information is 
not really being used at a local level, and is characterised by a lack of ownership by 
LA and perceived irrelevance to development decision making. Therefore, the RAF 
proposed the use of this information where relevant, with the aim of reducing 
evaluation costs and establishment of an information link between development 
decision making and policy making, something also identified as lacking. 
There is currently no requirement for the long-term evaluation of the sustainability of 
remediated sites with regard to contamination and relevant health and environmental 
implications. Contaminated land professionals interviewed elaborated on the lack of 
enforcement powers to stipulate long-term nionitoring of brownfields post- 
remediation and development sign-off. 
Finally, through the interviews with developers, it was established that a variety of 
monitoring and assessment is carried out for developments, although not addressing 
specifically sustainability. It was thus concluded týat a process was needed to bring 
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together all the different strands of existing sustainability monitoring and assessment 
requirements, to ensure the minimisation of data collection and effort duplication. 
In order to develop a usable evaluation process, objective (d) was set which involved 
establishing the role of key stakeholders in BRP decision making and monitoring, 
developing appropriate participation techniques to enable their input into the RAF and 
use of the evaluation findings. The literature review illustrated that there is a wide 
range of stakeholders throughout the different phases of a BRP with the majority of 
decision makers being involved in the planning and design phase. From the 
interviews, it was established that different stakeholders have different perceptions of 
the extent and means through which they can ingUence the sustainability of BRP. 
More importantly, it was identi fled that different stakeholders have different 
definitions of sustainability which appeared to be influenced by their professional 
capacity. 
This conclusion reinforced the need for a high involvement participatory approach to 
evaluation which would allow the different stakeholders to make their values 
regarding sustainability explicit, as a failure to agree on the elements of what is 
considered sustainable for a particular development would result in obvious 
disagreement with regard to what indicators should be used to evaluate it. The 
investigation identified that during the planning process there are a number of 
decision makers (application consultees) with different backgrounds, and knowledge 
regarding a particular aspect of sustainability. Therefore the key to the RAF approach 
would be to use a participatory approach which enables all these different 
stakeholders, who each hold a piece of the sustainability puzzle, to come together. 
The aim was to improve understanding as well as communication between 
stakeholders. 
I 
All the above formed the theoretical basis of the RAF, which was developed 
(objective e) and trialled in two case studies (objective f). A lack of evaluation of 
existing sustainability assessment and monitoring tools, which was also contributing 
to their lack of use, established the need for objective (g) which involved the 
evaluation of the RAF. The evaluation was based on the experience of the case studies 
with regard to whether the RAF met its theoreticil specifications as defined in the 
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causal design of this research. The results of the metaevaluation have been presented 
in Chapter 6 and therefore will not be reiterated. Overall, based on a predominantly 
internal evaluation, participants perceived the RAF to be a useful and feasible process 
to the extent that they endorsed its wider application. It can thus be concluded that all 
the objectives of this research have been achieved. 
7.2. Research Limitations 
In order to be able to draw conclusions with regard to the wider implications of this 
research and the potential value of the RAF, it is important to look at the overarching 
limitations faced when carrying out this research. 
Issues of timing and resource availability affected the number of case studies which 
could be carried out as well as the number of interviews for the causal design (see 
Chapter 4). Timing in particular was an issue, as the research and the piloting of the 
RAF was constrained by the difficulty of finding BRIs willing to partake in the case 
studies with appropriate project time lines. Delays in the GM case study9o resulted in 
the inability to pilot the RAF in case study 3, as by the time the GM case study was 
completed the planning permission had been granted in this case study. 
The timing of this research has also presented difficulties due to the aforementioned 
changes occurring in the planning regime. Although the changes presented new 
opportunities, for example through the requiremqnt for statements of community 
involvement, they also meant that the RAF had to be modified continuously, 
something which was therefore built into the methodology. More importantly, due to 
the recentness of many of the changes, stakeholders often expressed uncertainty and 
confusion as to how practices would be established. For example, at the time of 
developing the RAF, SEA and SA monitoring requirements were only just coming 
into force as well as SCL As a result, SA monitoring information was still being 
collated; there were no specific SCI procedures which caused delays in terms of more 
time needed by the author to carry out the RAF than would usually be required. 
10 Unrelated to this research 
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Limited resources meant that it was not possible to review existing sustainability 
assessment tools directly as many required purchasing software, licensing, or training. 
However, even through a secondary review of existing tools and the examination of 
key literature, the points emerging such as lack of use or relevance to BRP were 
consistent. This indicates that had the author had the resources to, for example, review 
10 more tools, it would not have necessarily added to this research9l. Through the 
literature review it was established that transparency was a key element in any 
evaluation. It was thus decided that in order to facilitate planning decision making the 
sustainability evaluation criteria should be publicly available. However the fee 
requiring tools did not make those criteria available, which automatically made them 
unsuitable for the purposes of the RAF. 
The choice of methods which included an essentially unique case study and internal 
evaluation have been justified and thus will not be reiterated. However, this choice of 
methods, undoubtedly limits the wider conclusions which can be drawn in particular 
with regard to the wider outcome implications of the RAF. 
External evaluation has been achieved through the use of the non-participant observer 
and through the informal feedback from the project's steering group which consisted 
of a 15 member group of industry partners and relevant academics in the field of 
brownfield regeneration (see Appendix I and Section 1.4). Continuous feedback has 
also been sought from the range of collaborators on the SUBR: lM research 
consortium. Finally, a form of external evaluation. has been obtained from the peer- 
reviewed publications and presentations made at relevant national and international 
conferences (see Appendix 13). 
The multidisciplinary nature of this research required investigation and in particular a 
review of the literature spanning a range of disciplines, from contaminated land, 
through participation methodologies, to sustairlability indicators and planning 
processes. This undoubtedly limited the extent and depth which any of those subjects 
could be covered in this thesis as each topic could form a PhD thesis in its own right. 
Where possible, additional information has been covered in some of the authors' 
91 in relation to how much it would have cost 
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publications. Also areas for further research have been identified and are proposed in 
Section 7.8. 
The most important challenge of this research has been development of an innovative 
model and its implementation and evaluation in a real life context. Unlike 
experimental trials where external parameters can be controlled, the RAF case study 
trials were undertaken on real development projects characterised by variable external 
factors including their political games, confidentiality and sensitivity issues. The task 
of convincing developers to take the gamble and undertake the RAF (as an un-trialled 
method being proposed by a PhD student) which could influence their planning 
application outcome was by no means easy. Proof of the difficulty is the number of 
evaluation tools on the market which are launched without having undergone any 
trials or evaluations 92 
The challenge did not end with obtaining developer approval. Each individual case 
study participant had to be contacted and have the purpose of the research explained. 
Support from higher LA management also had to be obtained to justify LA officers' 
time being spent on what, to them, was initially just an academic exercise. Only once 
the RAF process had been initiated and involved participants (in Phase 4), was the 
purpose of the RAF established in the minds of participants 
93; this resulted in the 
continued 6 month involvement of participants. Unfortunately, this did not occur in 
the TG case study as the developer withdrew. Thus, although this research is limited 
to a unique case study, the results are significant. The fact that the RAF was 
developed and trialled and that the participants felt that it worked provides important 
proof that the RAF can work. 
7.3. Is brownfield regeneration contributing to sustainability? 
This research has demonstrated that although a core message of this Governments' 
planning policy is the achievement of sustainability, there are limited targeted 
processes to establish whether this aim is being adhieved. Although monitoring and 
92 The RESCUE consortium, which consisted of a large EU funded project aimed specifically at 
developing a Brownfield Sustainability assessment tool to be used by funders, only included I case 
study trial! 
93 Although the purpose of the RAF was explained to the participants prior to coming to the workshops, 
it was not until Phase 4 that they realised for themselves what the purpose and value of what they were 
doing. 
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sustainability evaluation has recently moved up the government agenda, mainly with 
implementation of the SEA Directive and PPS12, there is limited knowledge as to 
how this plethora of information being generated is affecting action on the ground. 
Research findings indicate that it is not, with LAs perceiving the data collection to be 
too government orientated to be relevant for local decision making and policy 
development. 
I 
For sustainability to be operationalised, it needs be defined in a local context and 
translated into implementable and measurable objectives. Interview findings of 
stakeholders involved in BRP demonstrated that sustainability is defined differently 
according to stakeholders' professional capacities, indicating a persistence of the silo 
thinking and decision making described by Carley and Christie (1992). This has 
implications with regard to how sustainability is implemented and evaluated at the 
development level although many (Sadler, 1996; George, 1999) would argue that it is 
not. Sustainability is widely accepted as a complex concept which requires a 
multidisciplinary effort for its effective implementation and evaluation (Bossel, 1999; 
Mertabu, 1998). However, multidisciplinary problem solving and decision making 
requires coordination and extensive communication, which is a challenge considering 
the highly diverse and departmentalised nature of local governance (Carley and 
Christie, 1992). The difficulties caused by the diversity of existing governance 
arrangements, such as area-based development partnerships which incorporate 
different partners with a range of interests and agendas as well as perceptions of 
sustainability, are particularly prominent in brownfield regeneration projects (Ward, 
2000). Effective leadership and coordination were stressed as key with regard to the 
achievement of sustainable regeneration projects (Kitchen, 1997). However, McGuirk 
(2000) pointed out that compartmentalisation within LA and the range of 
competences still remains an issue. Worryingly, this research identified that key 
figures such as urban regenerators and developers admit to having limited 
understanding of the concept of sustainability and the ways to achieve it (see also 
Tinworth, 2004 and Ball, 1999). This emphasises the pertinence of examining existing 
processes of BRP decision making and identifying ways of improving knowledge of 
sustainability issues, and communication in particular with regard to methods of 
defining and achieving sustainability (see also Susskind et al, 2001, and Gibbs and 
Healy, 1995). 
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Imrie and Thomas (1993) pointed out a lack of 'checks' within the planning system 
which would ensure that developments are sustainable. The current situation as 
identified through this research does not appear to have significantly improved. 
Development sustainability is assessed predominantly through the unstructured 
consideration of policies, which many argue is resulting in a trade off between 
environmental and social objectives in favour of short term economic gains (Owens 
and Cowell, 2002; Carley, 2000). Despite the plethora of existing evaluation tools in 
the market (albeit of limited quality or applicability; see Chapter 3), structured 
sustainability assessment of development projects, even at the planning application 
stage, is just not happening (George, 1999). Despite its limitations and limited 
application only to substantially large projects, EIA is still seen as the most robust 
currently available sustainability assessment tool. However, its ability to improve the 
sustainability of developments is dependent on the extent to which it is taken into 
account in the application decision making process, which according to Weston 
(2000) is still not significant. 
Despite, the obvious failures of regeneration projects even up to the 90s (Loftman and 
Nevin, 1995) the examination of existing government sustainability evaluation 
structures demonstrates that there is still a lack of willingness to enable leaming from 
past mistakes. The Government's own definition of sustainability incorporates the 
concept of intergeneritional equity and yet there are no systems in place to monitor 
the long-term sustainability of development projects. An examination of the 
evaluation processes being required for the . new Millennium Communities 
development projects, which are heavily subsidised with the aim of being show case 
pieces for the development industry promoting sustainability best practice, have no 
long-term monitoring stipulated. It seems that there is a consistent government trend 
of making assumptions with regard to what is sustainable (for example if the 
development is on a brownfield site, it is taken to be defacto sustainable) without 
implementing the monitoring mechanisms to es6blish whether their assumptions 
were right. So, to answer the question of whether brownfield redevelopment is 
contributing to sustainability, the answer is: 
No one knows or is trying tofind out 
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7.4. Can the RAF help? 
in this section the RAF's potential to contribute to sustainability is explored. This 
analysis is based on the assumptions that the RAF comes to be adopted as standard 
practice and that it was fulfils the purposes and functions stated by participants 
(Section 6.2). The RAF could contribute both to individual project sustainability, 
through improved information and decision making processes as well as more 
generally in the long-term. The RAF stipulates the provision of information to the 
relevant stakeholders at the end of each BRP life cycle period, thus enabeling 
improvements to be made to the individual development. However, each individual 
BRP can also be conceptualised as the experiences and knowledge obtained by 
individual stakeholders from a project which are used to guide future projects. This 
information, however, usually is segmented to individual life cycle* periods without 
feedback on the consequences of decisions made in the initial periods, and which is 
not recorded in any formal way, thus, reducing the transfer of knowledge from one 
project to another. 
Therefore, the RAF with its systematic information collection requirements, should it 
be widely adopted, could enable knowledge transfer both at the scale of the individual 
project decision maker as well as at a policy level. - Individual decision makers could 
have follow up information with regard to the effects of their decisions, providing 
them with a greater understanding of what works and what does not to inform *future 
similar decisions. With regard to informing local policy, the RAF through its use of 
policy relevant indicators and subsequent accumulated information from BRPs (see 
Figure 5.9), could inform policy officers whether current policies are having the 
desired effect on the ground. This could be achievýd by comparing LA baselines and 
BRPs long-term monitoring results. For example, if a LA urban policies propose 
property-led regeneration with the aim of reviving the local economy; the monitoring 
of individual residential regeneration projects will enable to establish whether this 
type of development actually revives the local economy, or decimates it 'through the 
creation ofyet another Yuppie paradise which has total disregardfor the needs of the 
existing population for new jobs and low cost housing' (Henderson, 2004 p. 24). By 
looking at the indicators selected for the GM case study which require the post 
development surveying of the local population, questioning them whether they think 
things have improved, or the requirement to monitor the new population introduced 
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and number of jobs created, the LA will be able to establish the direct impact of this 
nature of development and alter policies accordingly. 
However, this poses the question of how long should long-term sustainability 
monitoring continue. Abeles (1999) discusses the concept of time in sustainability, 
identifying the difficulties of planning and measuring sustainability caused by the 
dynamic nature of the concept. This is particularly pertinent when considering the 
need to make decisions today, for example, regarding a BRP proposal which will 
shape the lives and opportunities of future generations. In the same way the RAF has 
limitations, as it requires the selection of sustainability indicators, criteria and 
benchmarks to monitor future sustainability by which time its definition may have 
changed. Furthermore, as was made explicit in the case study, the RAF is unable to 
monitor over the 15 or 20 year period which PoweK and Mumford (1999) proposed is 
required to establish the true implications of a regeneration project, for example its 
ability to establish a healthy community or to ensure the safety of remediation 
strategies. Therefore, it can be argued that the long-term monitoring proposed through 
the RAF is not long enough. 
However, feasibility issues need to be taken into consideration, as well as the purpose 
of the monitoring. Undeniably, requiring developers to fund 20 year monitoring 
schemes in most cases would be regarded as unfeasible. Furthermore, institutional 
structures will have most likely changed within that period limiting the capacity for 
individual learning from past experience. However, obtaining feedback with regard to 
the impact of a BRP, only for 3 years post development completion (like in the GM 
case study), can offer nothing but a snap shot with regard to long-term sustainability. 
Nevertheless, it does provide a picture of the direct effects of a development on which 
future decisions can be based. Whilst incomplete such feedback is clearly better than 
nothing! 
With regard to the RAF's capacity to improve thedecision making processes during 
the planning period, there are a number of RAF elements which can be considered to 
fulfil that. Turner et al (undated) point out that good sustainability decision making 
requires using logic and information which is currently available, which will 
invariably require assumptions and value judgements to be made. Therefore, the 
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importance of recording the process which was used to arrive at the decision is 
underlined in order to enable teaming from past, mistakes (Susskind el al, 2001; 
Abeles, 1999). The RAF's approach requires stakeholders to record their 
sustainability visions and objectives, and assess the development using the SEEDA 
checklist. Therefore, any assumptions which in the future are proven to be wrong will 
invariably enable institutional and social teaming, which can help improve future 
decision making (Tonn et al, 2000). 
However, one of the main perceived benefits of the RAF was its capacity to improve 
communication and understanding of different stakeholders' perspectives and visions 
of sustainability. Improved communication and understanding are essential elements 
of improved sustainability decision making (see Section 2.5), albeit short-term ones. 
Although the case study results are very promising, it cannot be assumed that the RAF 
is capable of single-handedly achieving all the above based on the views of 15 
participants. The RAF has the important limitation of lacking policy and regulatory 
backing, making it voluntary in nature and thus its use is dependent on public and 
private collaboration. Planning application decision making is essentially a political 
process. Although the RAF can facilitate decision rxiaking by increasing transparency, 
communication and information provision, it is still down to the politicians whether 
they choose to take into account the findings of the evaluation. For example, when 
undertaking the RAF it could be established that a particular proposal is anything but 
sustainable, and the RAF could make this point very transparent and clear. However, 
should there be the political will for the development to go ahead, there is every 
opportunity to ignore the RAF findings. Therefore, tmless mandatory, the RAF cannot 
claim to have the ability to improve the sustainability of a development. 
The RAF does, however, have the potential to point out the shortcomings of proposals 
and recommend improvements which can be made at the design phase, which could 
subsequently improve the sustainability of the development. Also the cumulative 
knowledge from the wider application of the RAF and long-term feedback on the 
developments' impacts could help aid decisions in the future. 
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7.5. What is the RAFs potential contribution to science? 
Assuming that the RAF is widely adopted and that long-term monitoring is carried out 
for all major developments, the RAF could contribute a large data source for the 
scientific practitioners to work on and improve practice in a number of fields 
examined below. 
Post-auditing or post-project assessment represents a crucial point in testing the 
predictive force of the EIA procedure (Branis and Christopoulos, 2005). Several 
attempts have so far been made to analyse and evaluate the relationship between 
proposed environmental impact and real influence of new development projects in 
order to provide a feedback link in environmental planning and management (Bisset 
and Tomlison, 1988; Wilson, 1998; Wood, 2000; Wood et al, 2000). All have 
concluded that there is still a lot of improvement to be made in the impact prediction 
techniques, yet underline how the lack of data. impedes this, and the need for 
systematic post project assessments (Glasson et al, 2005; Morris and Therivel, 2001; 
Wood et al, 2001; Dipper et al, 1998). In 1994, Glasson stated: 
'EISs should include monitoring programmes specifically related to the issues 
and impact predictions covered by the EIS, with well defined, clearly stated 
(and achievable) objectives duration methodologies and strategy, levels of 
funding, responsibilities and methods ofrepbrting. 
It was these precise issues which were covered in the RAF reports and bound by the 
S106 agreement and funding provided. Therefore, it could be assumed that the wider 
adoption of the RAF could potentially provide the source of data and feedback which 
EIA prediction methodologists have argued so strongly is needed. This could in turn 
enable greater understanding with regard to the meaning and reliability of impact 
predictions, thus facilitating future development decision making including the 
improvement of the impact prediction methods themselves (Dipper et al, 1998). 
Furthermore, the literature points out a gap in the evidence or information regarding 
the effectiveness of development impact mitigation- measures, in part attributed to the 
general lack of follow-up and monitoring of the mitigation measure implementation 
(Wilson, 1998; Tinker, et al 2005; Sanchez et al, 2005). For example, Gault (1997) 
and Gilbert and Anderson (1998), in describing mitigation measures for species 
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translocation and habitat creation, emphasise the need for continued monitoring and 
management, but also comment on the risks of potential failure of such measures and 
current lack of knowledge and empirical evidence which surrounds them. In fact a lot 
of the mitigation measure effectiveness data is based on carefully controlled 
experiments rather than development industry practices, which have varied workforce 
skills, external conditions etc (Glasson et al, 2005). Therefore, should the RAF be 
widely applied, an opportunity would present itself to the research community, in 
terms of a source of feedback information regarding the efficiency of proposed 
mitigation measures. This information would be publicly available as a result of the 
RAF requirements and therefore could be used to improve impact mitigation 
technology and measures in general. 
7.6. What the RAF does not and should not do 
As cautioned by Owens and Cowell (2002), it is important to make clear the 
limitations of this framework to ensure that it is not used to manipulate decision 
making. These are as follows: 
wThe RAF is no substitute for formal public consultation; 
-The RAF can not assess or monitor the sustainability of Remediation Strategies; 
mThe RAF is not a substitute for Risk Assessment, EIA, SEA or EMS. 
The RAF uses participation methods to try and improve communication and 
understanding regarding the sustainability issues of BRP. However, the purpose of 
such participation is not to decide whether the development should go ahead or not; 
rather the development of criteria and indicators of sustainability. There are formal 
processes which are well established, albeit with thdir limitations, and the RAF should 
be perceived as a complement rather than a substitute. The participation of the public, 
is limited in the RAF and although the census was perceived by participants as an 
effective way to obtain public views, it should not be used in isolation. 
As was concluded from the evaluation of the RAF (Chapter 6), the RESCUE 
remediation sustainability criteria are not of great value as they add nothing new to 
the existing procedures required by legislation to address the risk of contamination. 
Essentially, the sustainability of the remediation strategy cannot be assessed and 
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ftirther research is required to develop specific assessment criteria and benchmarks 
(See Section 7.8). Long-term monitoring according to the current policy and 
regulatory regime cannot feasibly be required. Potentially, the costs are prohibitive to 
the extent that even a collaborative developer would not commit to funding this 
without being required to do so by legislation. Therefore, it can be concluded that the 
RAF should not be considered currently as a process which can assess the long-term 
sustainability of rernediation strategies. 
Finally, and most importantly, the RAF should not be used as a substitute for risk 
assessment, EIA, EMS or SEA. These processes, despite criticisms, are well 
established and serve a specific purpose. In particular EIA, despite criticisms of its 
narrow scope is still described as the 'grandfather of environmental assessment and 
management tools'(van der Vorst et al, 1999, p. 4) and does provide the means to 
carry out detailed and necessary assessments of environmental impacts (Glasson et al, 
2005). A replacement of EIA or any of these proceýses with the RAF could result, as 
seen from the generic indicators and criteria produced Section 5.4, in a loss of 
emphasis on environmental aspects, or in the generation of too generalised (as in 
lacking robust detailed assessment) conclusions (Eales et al, 2005). What has been 
identified in the literature and through the interviews carried out is the lack of means 
for the results of these assessments to affect decision making as well as a lack of 
integration of these approaches (Sheate, 2002; Therivel and Minas, 2002; George, 
1999; Sanchez and Hacking, 2002; Grays and Weidemann, 1999). It is this precise 
gap which the RAF has tried to fill, through developing a generic assessment and 
monitoring approach for the consideration of the different aspects of sustainability 
which draw on the findings alongside elements of the above existing tools. Through 
the use of participative and planning processes, the-RAF aims to integrate findings of 
existing assessment tools into decision making; nothing more nothing less. 
7.7. Some methodological reflections on the development of 
evaluation tools 
When issued with the brief for this research (for VVTD SUBRIM), I was asked to 
develop indicators to monitor the sustainability of BRP, which I initially set out to do. 
However, when reviewing the literature and talking with BRP stakeholders, I soon 
realised that the brief was flawed. The review of existing tools (Chapter 3) shows that 
it can be all too easy to go down the road of 'reinventing the wheel'. 
279 
Therefore, a substantial part of this research was spent developing the causal design 
(Stage 1, Figure 1.4). Research was carried out to try and establish what type of tool 
or process was actually needed before embarking on its development. The review of 
existing tools identified a conglomeration of highly complex tools; many with a Life 
Cycle Assessment methodological basis aimed at the assessment of building or 
material performance, or else very simple checklists aimed at the public for 
environmental self assessments. There was an evident gap of assessment tools which 
were relevant to decision makers in as much as they were not designed with their 
skills and know-how in mind. 
Reflecting on the methods used by the RAF it is apparent that trade-offs have been 
made. Trade-offs between theoretical best practice, for example indicator accuracy or 
public two-way involvement, and feasibility. During the causal design the lack of use 
of existing tools was unquestionable. Therefore, instead of focussing on issues such as 
scientific accuracy and propriety, a conscious decision was made to research the 
feasibility factors and barriers to the adoption of such tools and incorporate the results 
in the design of the RAF. 
Consequently, BRP stakeholders were selected for interview on the basis of being 
potential RAF users. In particular, the approach of redesigning the RAF at each 
interview with the participants proved to be very effective as a method. It provided 
focus to the interviews with stakeholders not talking in abstract but instead having to 
think about their recommendations in practice. So initially stakeholders, when 
presented with the RAF would usually state, 'that will never work! '; the remainder of 
the interview would be spent altering the RAF to* improve its feasibility. The BRP 
stakeholders interviewed, whilst not experts in evaluation or sustainability had a 
working understanding of the context of planning decision making and were able to 
shape the RAF in a way that they perceived would help them when undertaking such 
projects. This explains the overlap in the RAF specifications and case study trial 
participants' observations of the RAF. Therefore, working with evaluation users when 
developing methods or tools is highly recommended. 
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7.8. Recommendations for further research 
In conducting this thesis a number of areas have been identified which require further 
research. With regard to the RAF, more pilot trials are recommended. Ideally, trials 
should be undertaken in different socio-economic 'contexts, different locations, with 
different types, scales and sizes of developments in different political situations and 
with different ownership arrangements. Such trials would help establish whether or 
not the built in flexibility of the RAF allows its wider utilisation and relevance. These 
trials would also provide the opportunities to refine the RAF process. As discussed in 
Chapter 6, further research in conjunction with the policy and planning community is 
required to establish the appropriate RAF applicability thresholds in relation to the 
scale and nature of developments. 
A longitudinal evaluation of the GM RAF case st udy would also be of significant 
value. This could examine whether or not the perceived benefits and purpose of the 
RAF were achieved, which in turn would help refine the process further. It would also 
enable exploration of whether the indicators identified in the planning and design 
period of the development were seen as relevant by end users after the completion of 
the development. Ideally, the RAF process would be undertaken at each life cycle 
period of a development. Thus it would be very valuable to trial it in that manner. 
Based on the review of existing sustainability evaluation tools and literature, a gap 
was identified with regard to tools that focus on assessing the wider sustainability 
impacts of developments (Chapter 3). The scale of existing evaluation tools mainly 
focuses on buildings rather than the development as a whole and therefore further 
research in this field is proposed. Although the SEEDA checklist attempts to cover 
social, environmental and economic issues at the development scale; it is by no means 
perfect. In particular; more research is proposed to develop benchmarks to assess 
performance on all aspects. 
At a development scale a lack of benchmarks against which to assess project 
performance was identified. As an example, the SEEDA checklist, one of the few 
tools relevant to the development scale, uses benchmarks which could be criticised for 
being too simplistic or lenient. There is a need for further research to establish what is 
truly best practice. When should a development be branded with excellent 
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performance, given the current technologies available? Does a development which 
meets the 'Secure by Design' standard with excellent, actually mean that the people 
living in that area feel safer? In particular, benchmarks of best and minimum practice 
in the socio-economic field are in their infancy. This is probably because they require 
practice which is evaluated in order to be developed. There is a need for intensified 
research in this field, as knowledge and technology relevant to sustainability 
advances. 
Flexibility is advocated throughout the RAF process in order to achieve relevance to 
context. However, there is a need for more research and deliberation between the 
research and policy community as to whether there is scope in stipulating the 
achievement of some of the more international and national - sustainability targets 
regarding for example, water, energy efficiency and waste minimisation which would 
have to be met by individual developments. Therefore, further research is proposed in 
developing mandatory performance benchmarks for developments, which obviously 
should be more demanding than current Building Regulations. This would involve 
research, into for example, existing energy efficiency technologies, their cost of 
implementation at a development level and their efficacy. Having identified the 
potential energy savings of the more feasible solutions, new energy rating standards 
should be developed and applied throughout the country. Additionally, research into 
the standards employed in other more environmentally conscious countries (like 
Sweden) could prove beneficial. What has been an encouraging finding of this 
research is developers' willingness to improve performance on the proviso that it is 
required of all developers, something which the introduction of more stringent 
Building Regulations could achieve. Dealing with social and contamination issues 
requires a more context specific approach, further research for which is proposed 
below. 
7.8.1. Research in sustainable remediation- where to begin? 
With regard to the sustainability assessment of remediation strategies it was 
established that such practice was not occurring and that there were no appropriate 
tools to enable such an assessment. However, what was made clear was the need for a 
context specific approach to remediation strategy sustainability assessment. A site 
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specific Multi Criteria Analysis might be a way of identifying, on a case by case 
basis, the most sustainable solution. However, as specified by contaminated land 
interviewees and from the literature (Dair and Williams, 2004), feasibility factors 
should also be incorporated in the assessment. A speculative assessment matrix which 
could be used for the evaluation of different remediation strategies is presented below 
(Table 7.1). 
Table 7.1. Example of MCA table for sustainabllity options appraisal of site specific 
strategies 
Site X Dig and Dump Containment Natural attenuation Option d etc.. 
Energy 
requirements 
Green house gas 
emissions 
Resource 
requirements (e. g. 
soil) 
Contamination 
clean up feasibility 
Cost (initial) 
Cost (future) 
Time 
Legislation 
Traffic generation 
Social Acceptability 
Other? Etc 
However, there is a lot of research needed before such a method can effectively be 
used to assess the site specific sustainability of different remediation strategies. It 
would not be feasible to conduct Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) studies calculating 
resource requirements and energy consumption of the different scenarios, for each 
individual development. However, there is a need for extensive LCA work, similar to 
the type carried out by Lesage (2005), to try and obtain at least some approximations 
of the energy intensities of different remediation options or, for example, X tonnes of 
GHG emissions produced for the reclamation of 1 tonne of contaminated soil using 
in-situ containment technique X. Some criteria, such as social acceptability, time and 
cost will always be site specific and have to be identified at that point. Of course there 
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are other variables to be considered and variable priority, or weighting, may change 
according to the site. 
With regard to the long-term sustainability implications of remediation options there 
is definitely scope for further research. As a pressing priority, it is proposed that 
research is carried out of past remediation projects which have used barrier and 
containment techniques and which are over 10,20 or even 50 years old to understand 
the long-term issues of such methods. In particular, the future behaviour of 
contaminants in in-situ technologies need to be examined, taking into account climate 
change. This is of vital significance with regard to the Thames Gateway which is in a 
high flood risk area and is using containment remediation methods on riverside 
development projects. There is a need to examine for example, what will the 
implications regarding different water table changes, under different climate change 
scenarios with regard to the in-situ contaminants. When questioned on this issue and 
the fact that there was no long-term monitoring being stipulated for remediated sites, 
despite issues of climate change, an ODPM officihl stated: 'if the place does flood, 
contamination will be the last thing the residents will be worrying about'. However, 
other contaminated land interviewees commented on the pressing need for such 
research. 
7.9 Recommendations for the policy and planning community 
In the concluding section of this thesis recommendations are made for consideration 
by policy makers and the planning community. It is recommended that government: 
mstops making assumptions and starts implementing assessments and monitoring with 
regard to sustainability and contamination; 
odevelops more demanding Building Regulations with regard to sustainability 
building performance; 
sprovides training to LAs on the principles of sustainable development; and 
smakes the RAF a reality by: 
o adopting the SEEDA checklist in the Regional Plan; 
o stipulating EIA post-monitoring requirements in the Regulations; and 
o requiring the use of the RAF through policy recommendations. 
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Many of these points have already been discussed in the thesis and do not need to be 
repeated. With regard to making the RAF a reality, however, it was made explicit by 
interviewees that a number of actions are required from government. The current 
unstructured approach to planning decision making is problematic. Both developers 
and LAs expressed the need for a transparent structured process to undertake context 
specific sustainability assessments of development proposals with the aim of 
facilitating planning application decision making. LA representatives also pointed out 
the need to establish an information link between monitoring being carried out at a 
general LA level, which was often perceived as a process relevant to ODPMs rather 
than local information needs, and information obtained at the development level. 
At a regional level, the author has already set out to enable the implementation of the 
RAF in the South East. Through co-operation with SEEDA, it is envisaged that the 
RAF will be launched as the recommended process through which the checklist 
should be implemented. There are plans to carry out more case study trials of the RAF 
in the South East. Also following participants' rec. ommendations there is discussion 
with SEEDA of developing the RAF implementation manual. The potential of this is 
great. The SEEDA checklist is the initial trial prior to the planned launch of the 
checklist throughout the Regions. Therefore, should the RAF coupled with the 
checklist, be adopted in each of the Regions Spatial Strategies, there is the potential 
for the RAF to be adopted as a process throughout the UK. Although still speculative, 
this endorsement of the RAF is encouraging. 
285 
Epilogue. 
This research has been a journey like that of Odysseus setting out to reach Ithaca. 
Indeed the road has been long filled with adventures and hurdles, and in reaching 
Ithaca (the conclusion of the PhD and development of the RAF), I realise that the 
value of what I have achieved is not the RAF or the thesis itseV but the knowledge I 
have gained through undergoing the adventures. 
Soon I hope to set sail again in my questfor a new Ithaca ... andyes, Ipray that the 
road is long, filled with adventures 
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Appendix 1: List of SUBRIM partners, projects and 
steering group members. 
Institutions and Partners 
Institution Department 
Universitv of Sheffield 
Degartment of Civil & Structural 1 1Prof. David 
Enaineerinq 1 11-erner 
lDei)art ent of Town and I lProf. John 
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,". -1 
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lking's College London [P--e 
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_, 
jjDr. Mike Raco 
., Forest Research 1IForest Research offat I-- - -- , 11 1- .1 .-- -- I- 
Universitv of Reading Department of Geography 
Dr. Sophie 
Bowlbv 
Department of Real Estate and Doak 
RU-niversity of Camb(idqe; lDepartment of En Ia -qineerin-q baa ! , _____,, .. Depart ent of Chemical Or Mike Johns 
Enqineerin 9 
------ Centre for Sustainable Prof. Peter 
i Develo ment Guthrie 
itv Lf Surre t of Civil En agineerinq ] I Ouki I _ _.,, ,, l 
' 
Centre for Environmental Dr. Walter 
I Enqineerinq and Straiegy 1 
-- --j 
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- ] School of Biomedical and I Dr Frans de Leii, 
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l 
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University of 
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School of Geo-qraphv Mr Ni-qel Lawson 
Greater Manchester GMGU Talbot I Geolo_qical Unit 
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Ireland 
WPD steering Group 
-Mohamed El-haram (SUE-MOT, Dundee University), 
-Glynn Roberts (Scott Wilson), 
-Sarah Jane Stewart (Skanska), 
-Graham Norris (CL: AIRE), 
-Bob Barnes (Environment Agency), 
-Emma Eagles (Hertsmere Borough Council, 
-Alexandra Koj (RESCUE), 
-David Nicholas (English Partnerships), 
-Claire Lambert (Thurrock Council), 
-Jon Atkinson (KBR), 
-Steve Hunt (Taylor Woodrow Developments limited), 
-Carol Dair (Oxford Brookes University), 
-Ian Heasman (Taylor Woodrow Developments), 
-Martin Bolton (SEEDA), 
-Carol Petit (PURE), 
-Steffan Jefferis (University of Surrey) 
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The SUBRAM Work Packages 
L 
F-7 besian for Deconstruction VD) 
1 
Fo ý lBrownfields, flooding and climate LhgncLe 
Designing and managing wetland habitat systems on brownfield 
Q Governance of Brownfield Regeneration: Institutions, Policies, 
Outcomes, and Best Practice in the UK and Germany 
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Appendix 2: National Developers Survey, University of 
Reading. 
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Appendix 3: Questions asked at causal design stage 
interviews. 
To what extent can you influence the sustainability of a BRP? 
How can you influence the sustainability of a BRP? 
Do you undertake long term sustainability monitoring or require developers to do so? 
If No: Do you undertake any monitoring? 
if Yes: Which methods do you use? 
Promoter (how long is long term monitoring? ) 
Do you assess the sustainability of BRP? 
If Yes: How? 
What do you feel are the benefits of BRP sustainability? 
(a) assessment 
(b) long term monitoring 
What are the barriers to the adoption of sustainability assessment and monitoring 
practices? 
What would be your recommendations for an ideal sustainability assessment and 
monitoring tool? 
What should be the role of the public in the long term sustainability evaluation of 
BRP? 
Developers Only: 
As a developer what are the drivers to carry out sustainability assessments and 
monitoring? 
Contaminated land interviewees only: 
Do you feel the fact that there is no long term monit 
, 
oring is a risk? In particular for 
barrier and containment technologies and potential global warming? 
Do you think a remediation assessment tool to assess the sustainability of a 
remediation strategy would be useful? 
Existing sustainability evaluation tool developers questions: 
Who is your tool targeted to? 
How much does it cost to use? 
How is the tool implemented? 
What is the take up of your in the market? 
What problems have you faced in the design and implementation of your tool? 
What are the benefits of using your tool? 
Is your tool and how is it linked to planning? 
I then showed them the RAF and asked them for their opinion and recommendations 
for improvement. 
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Appendix 4. Community Census-Questionnaire 
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Appendix 5: Report provided to stakeholders with 
results of community census. 
Report: 
Survey results of the "Reinventing XX Three Site Master Plan 
workshop" Carried out on the 2ndof November at XX Riverside School 
& Survey of neighbouring residents opinion on proposed 
redevelopments in XX Paper Mill, XV and XX High School sites. 
(sent on the 8th of February) 
Author: Kalliope Pediaditi 
Centre for Environmental Strategy 
University of Surrey 
Sustainable Urban Brownfield Regeneration: Integrated Management 
(SUBR: IM) 
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Section 1: Introduction 
In this report are summarised the results obtained from the questionnaire survey undertaken at 
the *XX three site master-plan workshop" on the 2nd of November in XX and a survey sent out 
on the 8th of February to the neighbouring residents of the areas affected by the plan. The two 
questionnaires look at identifying views with regard to the proposed master-plan as well as 
aspirations and concerns with regard to the sustainability of the proposals, The two 
questionnaires are very similar and therefore conclusions can be drawn from both surveys as 
well as differences in the opinions of residents and people present in the workshop. 
1.1 The Workshop Survey. 
The respondents from the workshop were 28 in total and belong to the following respondent 
classes (Table 1). The questionnaire looked at identifying impacts positive and negative which 
respondents perceived would occur as a result of the development (Section 2.1). Respondents 
were also asked to prioritise the objectives of sustainable development, thus enabling the 
identification of the issues which are most important to respondents. The questionnaire also 
asked respondents to list their three most important visions for the area, ie what they would like 
to see, as well as their three main concerns which they perceive as a result of the development 
(section 4.1). Knowledge of these priorities can help guide the development and focus attention 
on identified priority areas. 
Table I Questionnaire resDondenf characteristics. 
Respondents Number 
local business 
men/women I 
local interest groups 2 
LA officers 13 
residents/neiqhbours 0 
developer or contractor iI 
statutory consultee 3 
non statutory consultee i 
Consultant 4 
Councillor 2 
missing values 1 
1.2 Resident survey. 
As can be noted from Section 1.1 (Table 1) the workshop questionnaire did not include 
representation from residents and it was therefore considered important to conduct a survey to 
obtain their views on the proposals. The questionnaire Jooked at identifying impacts positive 
and negative which respondents perceived would occur as a result of the development (Section 
2.2 ). Respondents were also asked to prioritise the objectives of sustainable development, 
thus enabling the identification of the issues which are most important to respondents. The 
questionnaire also asked respondents to list their three most important visions for the area, ie 
what they would like to see, as well as their three main concerns which they perceive as a 
result of the development (section 4.1). Knowledge of these priorities can help guide the 
development and focus attention on identified priority areas. Furthermore, residents where 
questioned on the extent they felt affected by the proposals and whether they perceived they 
would be affected positively or negatively (section 5). Residents where also questioned on 
whether they felt long term monitoring was required, to monitor the impacts or effects of the 
proposals as well as their levels of satisfaction with the received consultation and information 
where determined (section 6). In Table 2 the total number of questionnaires and response rates 
are indicated as well as the geographic localities which the questionnaires where sent to. 
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Table 2 Survey Characteristics and response rate 
Locality Street Names covered Total Number of 
Questionnaires sent out 
Total Number of replies. 
XX Paper Mill area 524 58 
XX Hiqh School area 540 46 
XXI Area 103 19 
The total number of questionnaires sent out was 1200 and there where 123 replies. This is an 
approximate 10% response rate typical to such resident surveys and there is an adequate 
representation from each locality. 
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Section 2: Impacts 
In this section the overall perceived positive impacts as well as the impact categories which 
included significant negative results are analysed. In section 2.1 the impact results obtained 
from the workshop are analysed whereas in section 2.2, the results from the resident survey 
are presented and where present discrepancies between the two surveys are identified. 
2.1 Impacts perceived by workshop attendees occurring as a result of proposals. 
2.1.1. Overall Positive impacts 
Described below are the impact categories which where perceived by the workshop 
respondents to be overall, significantly positive (see Figure 1). An explanation of the results 
obtained for the impact categories of social benefits, landscape, contamination/pollution and 
economy are provided below, based on the comments provided by the respondents in the 
questionnaire. Further insight on the effects perceived to occur or visions for the area are 
provided in section 4.1 which cover a number of the topic presented below. Please note that 
only impacts given a score above +3 have been considered as significantly positive. 
Figure 1: Frequency distribution of significance values attributed to impact categories of 
landscape, social, contamination, and economy perceived to be affected by the 
development. 
Impact areas which were perceived to be predominantly 
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Social benerits 
Social benefits where perceived as being positive and where related to the improved image of 
the area and the subsequent increase in pride over the area. However, a number of the 
positive responses with regard to social issues were dependent on the provision of open public 
spaces and recreational facilities. Furthermore, social benefits where also related the perceived 
reduction in crime, which would result on the presumption that there will be careful urban 
design which would consider issues such as layout and lighting, 
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Landscape 
it was perceived by the majority of respondents, that overall the development would result in an 
improvement of the landscape, although the need for careful consideration of design was 
expressed by some. This was mainly due the perception of the existing site being an "eyesore" 
due to current dereliction in the area. Thus any development which would result in the "clearing 
up" of the site was perceived to be an improvement to the current landscape. 
Contarninatioml pollution 
Overall, respondents recognised the potential of existing contamination on site although this 
was not viewed negatively. Through the comments provided it was identified the proposed 
development would have a positive impact as it would remediate the XX Paper Mill site. 
Economk Impacts 
Overall it was perceived by respondents that positive economic impacts would result from the 
development and was generally viewed as an opportunity for the uplift of XX as a whole. 
Positive economic impacts where seen in the potential increase of employment in the area as 
well as the number of people living in XX, thus a subsequent increase of the spending power in 
the area. It was also perceived that the new facilities potentially to be provided by the 
development would attract the creation of more businesses in the area and subsequent 
generation of employment. 
2.1.2. Other Impact Categories 
Below are analysed the impact categories from the workshop questionnaire which identified 
significant (-3 or more) negative to be occurring as a result of the proposed development. As 
can be noted from Figure 2 the results of the perceptions of the distribution of the significance 
of the impact varies substantially for the impact categories of employment, traffic, biodiversity, 
soil, water and air. There is not one clear answer and therefore a more detailed analysis of the 
responses obtained is provided below for each impact category. 
Figure 2. Illustration of the perceived significance of the impacts the development will 
have on the areas and issues of employment, traffic, biodiversity, soil, water, and air. 
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Employment 
With regard to the impact the development will have on employment, opinions vary. There were 
a number of respondents that felt that there would be a positive impact as some jobs would be 
created, however, the majority felt that those jobs although positive were not significant 
enough. A number of respondents felt that there would be significant negative Impacts with 
regard to employment, expressing that the development Was using up designated employment 
land for housing and some referred to the development as "a lost opportunity". This Issue 
should be considered carefully as respondents when asked to prioritise their objectives for 
sustainable development for the area, ranked employment fourth out of 22. 
Tra ffl c 
Traffic was considered to be the most negative impact perceived occurring as a result of the 
development. Concerns where expressed in comments relating to the existing traffic problems 
in the locality which would be enhanced by the residential developments but also by the school, 
through the number of trips generated. Increase in traffic was also associated by the location of 
the proposed school and comments where made that the proposed school and developments 
where segregated from existing town centre. However, there where respondents which felt that 
traffic would not be an issue in the future, provided a proper traffic impact assessment was 
carried out and public transport facilities where provided. 
Blodiversity 
As can be noted in figure 2 opinion with regard to the impact the proposed development will 
have on biodiversity varies. Significant negative impact ks perceived with regards to the loss 
of habitats for wildlife such as the lodges. However, there where a number of respondents that 
perceived that the development would have an ecological management program and plan and 
that existing habitats could be enhanced or new ones created. 
Soil 
Overall the impact the development was perceived to have on the soil was not considered to be 
significant, with a number of positive responses relating to the decontamination of the site and 
remediation of any contaminated soils. However, the loss of soil was considered by one 
respondent to be significantly (5) negative with regard to land lost from the playing fields. 
Water 
The impacts of the development with regard to water varied and touched upon a number of 
issues, from the fait of the lodges to surface run of and flood risk. Many perceived the 
development provided an opportunity to utilise the canal for recreational purposes and for 
creating a riverside attraction. However, significant negative impacts where perceived occurring 
due to the loss of some of the lodges. Some respondents drew attention to the need to 
implement sustainable urban drainage also to minimise the risk of flooding. The utilisation and 
cleaning up of the canal was looked beneficially by the majority although the loss of the lodges 
was not viewed favourably. 
Air 
In general the impacts as a result of the development on the air where not viewed as 
significant. A number of respondents felt there will be an increase in air pollution as a result of 
the traffic, however other respondents pointed out that in relation to the previous Industrial uses 
on site the air quality should be improved. 
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2.2 Impacts perceived by residents occurring as a result of proposals. 
The results of residents' opinions on what the perceived impact of the proposals will be, are 
represented according to the three different areas XXII, XX High, and XX Paper Mill areas in 
Figures 3,4, and 5 accordingly. From the overall results it can be identified that there are few 
significant positive impacts envisaged as a result of the proposals with a number of negative 
impacts being highlighted Figure 6. However, an examination of the explanations provided by 
the residents for their scoring, helps give light to this overall negative picture, identifying 
underlying issues which are affecting most results and which could be potentially overcome 
through improved communication. Each impact category is looked at in more detail and where 
different results are compared with the workshop survey. 
Figure 3: Net weighting of impact scores attributed, as perceived by residents of XXI 
occurring as a result of the proposals. 
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Figure 4: Net weighting of impact scores attributed 
,, 
as perceived by residents of XX 
High School Area occurring as a result of the proposals. 
320 
xx Paper Mill Area 
2 
C 
9- 1- 
cu 0 !E 
Ln 
410 CL E 
0 ß- M 4- 0 
> 
a 
14- 
-3- 
OCIII. 10/0 Q"P, 'C' 0/ V, 
c". 
19.611. ýz VO. 
z,,, 
Figure 5: Net weighting of impact scores attributed, as perceived by residents of the XX 
Paper Mill area occurring as a result of the proposals. 
Through an examination of the difference between responses in localities, with regard to 
impacts there is no significant difference with approximately the same issues being identified 
which are analysed further below. However, it can be noted that residents in the XX high school 
area did not perceive any of the issues as being significantly negative or positive with a mean 
range of -1.5 to 1.5 where as the other areas felt stronger about potential negative impacts with 
average means of -4 out of 5. 
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Figure 6: Net Weighting for all impacts scores across the three different localities, 
neighbourhoods. 
Employment 
The impact which the proposals would have on employment where deemed positive overall, 
although not significantly. Concern was raised with regard to the nature of the jobs which would 
be created as well as their duration. Most residents only saw employment generation 
opportunities during the construction period of the developments rather than long term. 
Landscape 
The impact on the landscape was overall considered marginally positive with many residents 
making comments such 'it can not get any worse'. However, an examination of the responses 
obtained in the three different localities indicates that negative impacts to the landscape are a 
main concern in the W area with comments such as 'two of the biggest green fields in the 
area will be lost forever' featuring predominantly, whereas perceived landscape impact is fairly 
neutral in the other two localities. It is important to point out the difference between the 
workshop respondents which identified landscape impacts to be significantly positive with 
regard to the proposals, such optimism, is lacking in the residential survey results. 
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Traffic 
Traffic was undoubtedly the most significant negative impact identified by the residents of all 
the localities. In fact concern over traffic resulted in related negative impacts such as air 
pollution, noise and general pollution being identified as issues as a result of the perceived 
generation of traffic. However there are some differences between neighbourhoods. Traffic is 
seen by far less 'bad' in the XX High School area than in the XX paper mill area or even worse 
in XX1. 
Social Impacts 
Social impacts identified where found to be marginally negative, which is in contrast to the 
workshop survey which classed social impacts as significantly positive. Although in the 
workshop survey respondents envisaged positive impacts occurring, on the proviso of facilities 
and opens spaces being provided, local residents identified a number of concerns. The 
greatest of all was concern over the nature of the housing which would be provided specifically 
with regard to whether it would be privately owned, rented or affordable housing. A clear 
preference in all localities was for privately owned family homes, with comments for a greater 
social mix. Concerns where also expressed over a potential lack of facilities and thus 'nothing 
for the teenagers to do apart from get into trouble'. It is therefore a valid point to further 
question whether residents are dissatisfied with the facilities proposed in the plan or whether 
they are unclear over the proposals, which would point out the need for further consultation. 
Noise 
Noise was identified as a marginally negative impact in all three neighbourhoods and was 
attributed as a result of traffic. Some residents in the XX paper mill also identified the potential 
noise issues being generated from the children at school. 
Contamination & pollution 
Surprisingly the residents perceived impact of the proposals on contamination and pollution 
where considered marginally negative. This is in clear contrast to the significantly positive 
impacts identified by workshop respondents, which considered the clean up of the XX papermill 
brownfield site as positive. However, a closer examination of the justification provided by the 
residents indicates that ground contamination was not the issue of concern. In fact, in no 
answers is ground contamination referred to. Pollution is seen as occurring as a result of the 
traffic and potential dust and rubble generated throu 
' 
gh construction. This brings up an 
important question of whether the residents are aware that the XX paper Mill site may be 
potentially contaminated. 
Economic 
Overall the economic impact of the proposals where seen as positive in all localities. The 
generation of new jobs as well as the increased spending power of the new residents was seen 
as an opportunity to revive XX town centre and existing businesses as well as a prospect for 
allracting new ones into the area. However, concern was raised again over the nature of 
people which would move into the area, making a preference for families in privately owned 
housing, which could potentially have greater spending power. 
Biodiversity & Wildlife 
The impact of the proposals on the biodiversity and wildlife was considered negative in the XX 
paper mill and M Neighbourhoods. Particularly the drainage of the lodges was criticised 
heavily by XX paper mill residents, whereas XXII residents where more concerned over the 
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loss of the green fields and trees and the impact that would have on the wildlife, especially 
birds. 
Soil 
Soil was not considered by many as being affected by the proposals, however a few 
respondents perceived a negative impact with regard to soil loss from development on green 
fields. 
Water 
Water was seen as being impacted upon negatively only by XX paper mill residents which 
expressed strong disapproval of the drainage of the lodges. Also some concern was raised 
over the capacity of the water system, as some residents claimed they are often faced with low 
pressure and water supply cut offs. One respondent expressed concern over flooding and 
drainage provisions. 
Air 
Air quality was seen as being impacted upon negatively by all localities, and the reasoning 
provided was increased emissions from extra traffic generated, 
Archaeology 
Most respondents stated that they didn't have enough knowledge on the topic to express an 
opinion, however some residents where concerned that the areas industrial heritage would not 
be respected. 
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Section 3. Prioritised sustainability objectives taking into consideration the 
characteristics of XX. 
in this section the sustainability objectives which the respondents identify as most relevant to 
the XX locality are prioritised. This helps identify priorities and steer decision making and 
development efforts and funding in areas which are relevant to XX. This objective prioritisation 
was carried out at the workshop (section 3.1) as well as in the resident survey which was 
slightly different (section 3.2). 
3.1 Sustainability objective prioritisation results from workshop survey. 
Table 3: Ranked sustainability obiectives as relevant to the area 
sustainability objective relative 
ranking 
score 
priority ranking 
1= the most 
important 
improved access to services 119 5 
Reduction of social exclusion 96 2 
reduction of poverty 74 _ 1 
Improvement of Housing 100 3 
reduction of unemployment 112 4 
increased safety 138 9 
health improvement 120 6 
Improve air quality 252 16 
minimising use of chemicals and 
risk from contamination 237 15 
wildlife protection 273 17 
protection of the landscape 195 14 
protection of heritage/historic 
buildings 297 18 
efficient use of non-renewable 
resources 184 13 
increased use of renewable 
resources 140 10 
greater job opportunities 142 11 
increase of skilled and educated 
workforce 126 7 
higher living standards 164 12 
business investment and 
supporting infrastructure 128 8 
From the above table it can be identified that reduction of poverty and social exclusion as well 
as improvement of housing and access to services are priority issues. The reduction of 
unemployment as well as the increase of greater job opportunities especially with regard to 
increase in skilled and educated workforce has also been ranked as an important priority. 
These priorities should be considered when deciding which impact areas to address. 
. 2lReside 
t 
-3 . 
2Residents Prioritisation of sustainabilitv obiec ives for the XX master-Oan area. 
The residents where asked to prioritise a number of different social, environmental, and 
economic objectives according to what they perceived was most important for the area. Having 
ranked the individual elements of the objectives they where then asked to prioritise between, 
social environmental and economic. The obtained results vary between neighbourhoods. 
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Figure 7: Average objective prioritisation of the 3 localities. 
9 
Please note that highest priority is attributed by scoring with the lowest number ie 1 for the most 
important objective, 2 for the second most important etc. 
Unconventionally, as can be noted from Figure 7, overall, environmental objectives have been 
prioritised as most important followed by social objectives and last by economic. However, 
there are differences between localities as can be noted from Table 4 below, by where XX High 
School area has prioritised social objectives as most important followed by environmental and 
finally economic. An interesting figure is the large percentage which environmental objectives 
where ranked first at the XX Paper Mill site with 68.4%, which links to the strong disapproval 
expressed with regard to the drainage of the lodges as discussed in Section 2. 
Table 4: Average rankings for sustainability objectives allocated by the three localities 
1st 2nd 3rd 
XXI Social Objectives 44.4% 33.3% 22.2% 
Environmental 
Objectives 
44.4% 44.4% 11.1% 
Economic Objectives 16.7% 22.2% 0 61.1% 0 
Social Objectives 34.8% 50.0% 15.2% 0 
d' 
0 
Environmental 
Objectives 34.8% 39.1% 26.1% / 0 
Economic Objectives 30.4% 10.9% 58.7% 
XX Paper Mill Social Objectives 19.3% 68.4% 12.3% 
Environmental 
Objectives 
68.4% 12.3% 19.3% 
Economic Objectives 12.3% 19.3% 68.4% 
However it is important to look at the particular elements of the different objectives and see 
how these where prioritised in different localities, 
326 
obj. ý! - Obj.. t. - 
Environmental Objectives 
c 
IE 
a ab 
Location: a= C Xx rl. ab=F XX ah. abc= XXI 
Figure 8: Social Objective Resident Prioritisation 
Im to minimise the use of 
to minimise pollution and 
remediste existing 
contamination 
to protect biodiversity and 
the natural m4ronment 
to protect the landscape 
to protect heritage and 
historic buildings 
As can be noted from Figure 8 the provision of a safe environment ranked as a first priority for 
all localities, especially in the XX High School area. This issue also becomes apparent in 
section 4 where the qualitative analysis of residents three main aspirations and three main 
concerns are summarised. Adequate services provision also was ranked quite high. However, 
housing provision was not seen as a priority obtaining one of the lowest rankings which is in 
contrast to the results of the workshop survey. 
Figure 9: Environmental objective element prioritisation 
The largest marked difference between the three localities is found with regard to the 
importance of the different environmental elements. Although resource minimisation and 
heritage protection features in all three localities as a low priority, landscape protection is by far 
the greatest priority for the residents of W, with contamination remediation and biodiversity 
protection not featuring as strongly as in the XX High School or XX areas. From the previous 
qualitative examination of impact significance qualitative responses, it is clear that XX1 is not 
concerned with regard to contamination as building will be occurring on near by Greenfield 
sites, thus the increased concern with regard to landscape protection. However, contamination 
may well be an issue for the XX site and thus its remediation is considered a priority. However, 
the drainage of the lodges and potential loss of wildlife has increased the priority of the 
biodiversity and wildlife protection objective. 
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Economic Objectives 
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Figure 10: Economic objective element prioritisation by locality. 
The creation of employment opportunities and promotion of the local economy is ranked as the 
most important priorities for the three localities with regard to the economic objectives. This is a 
result requiring further attention considering that residents did not perceive that the master-plan 
proposal would not contribute significantly to the generation of jobs (section 2.2). 
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Section 4: Visions & Concerns 
In order to try and priorifise issues with regard to the development which need be addressed 
and ensure the visions with regard to a sustainable XX are embodied within the developments 
proposal, the questionnaire posed to questions. One asking for respondents to write down the 
three things they would like to see most as a result of the proposals and the other asking the 
three things they are most concerned about. The answers obtained through the workshop 
survey are presented in section 4.1 whereas answers obtained through the resident survey are 
summadsed in section 4.2, and where present differences and main conclusions are analysed. 
4.1 Visions/ Aspirations and concerns regarding the XX Master Plan Proposal identified 
through th workshop survey. 
The answers obtained through the workshop survey are presented in Tables 5&6 accordingly. 
When interpreting the below results. it is important to remember the nature of the respondents 
and thus their interests, which may be different for the neighbours to the site. Thus it is deemed 
important that a second survey questioning neighbours with regard to the development is 
undertaken, thus establishing the views of the people who are most likely to be affected by the 
development itself. 
Table 5: Visions identified through questionnaire for the area. (What would you like to 
see? ) 
Thematic Different Responses obtained 
answer 
cateqorY 
School 0 new school 
0 state of the art school 
0 excellence in education 
9 new school of high quality design of XX 
0 to have education in the town which Is envied by all other areas 
Access 0 make the most of good public transport access high densities 
" maximise relationship of new residential development with metrolink 
" improvement of river canal for access 
" school to be located with good access to catchments area 
" school to be well connected to walkable neighbourhoods 
" school to have access to leisure facilities 
more people near town centre 
open up access to rear of close park 
maximise relationship between new development and town centre 
public transport links 
improved cycle and walking routes 
green corridors and develop off road pedestrian routes 
Ecology 0 improved environment 
0 improvement of river canal for blodiversity 
0 sensitive management of ecological impacts / ecological management 
0 improved environment leisure wildlife 
Transport 0 improved lighting and bus facilities/ lanes on perimeters 
0 minimise traffic generation 
improved 0 people and families wanting to be in XX 
Image 0 a prosperous town 
0 net additional residents 
9 raise image through quality design 
0 people attracted to area with money to spend 
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" local community pride and ownership 
" improved location for people to live 
" improved image of XX 
" improved image of XX as a place to live 
general XX improvement 
greater prosperity for local community 
meeting local needs in quality environments 
raising the profile of the town 
Housing improved housing mix 
creation of good quality mixed housing 
diversify housing stock 
affordable housing 
new housing 
improved housing offered 
greater levels of housing 
high density and quality housing - 
improved 0 improved community sporting facilities 
facilities 0 enhanced community facilities 
0 land used for local community benefit 
0 comprehensive leisure facilities on one site 
0 shared high quality sports facility for football bowling cricket 
0 recreational facilities 
* good public spaces 
0 school playing fields/ wildlife next to each other 
* distribution of playing field provision 
9 improved leisure facilities 
Strategy / plan 0 sustainable development with all 3 sites integrated 
related Issues 0 improved strategy for Increase in residential quality and numbers 
Employment 0 Employment 
Improved employment in the area 
Economic additional spending power 
mixed economy of provision 
improved economy town centre 
more customers for town centre 
Land-use redevelopment of a derelict brownfield site 
maximum use of the land 
Built 0 green sustainable development 
environment 
330 
Table 6: Summary of concerns identified through questionnaire presented by thematic 
topics occurring. 
Green- contamination strategy 
traffic space Jobs access site Issues plan facilities housing 
proposed loss of lack of ease of concern that site that the access - will too much 
school site open space employment accessto constraints ie redevelopment people want to housing 
has poor & green school for decontamination of XX of these sites go there for 
access and links pupils is accounted fro when do not address out of school 
will increase considering the overall activities? 
car hips or development vision for the 
require future of the 
expensive bus town 
provision. 
the distance loss of few outside town demolition of heritage that a strategy that the risk of bog 
pupils will green- employment area Is developed redevelopment standard 
have to travel, space sites left for how all Ignores sports housing 
therefore sites can cultural estate layout 
potentially contribute to recreation and 
majority of the overall quality of life 
journeys Improvement Issues 
happening by of XX 
car 
-Traffic- Protection type of isolated pollution they conflict facilities for expensive 
congestion of playing businesses developments with transport young people housing 
fields encouraged not linking to leisure and outside school 
or resulting town centre town corridor hours 
on site 
reductionin links across Phasing notenough design 
amenity the river your provision Issues are 
space through outside school Ignored 
Industrial site hours 
concern over notenough 
the way the recreational 
different uses provision 
will work 
together 
that all 
elements of the 
strategy are 
deliverable 
did not 
maximise 
regeneration 
Achievability 
Timing 
failure to 
maximise 
assets eg 
canal 
4.2: Visions/ Aspirations and concerns with regard to the Master Plan proposals as 
identified through the resident survey. 
Due to the large number of responses a semi quantitative analysis was conducted of the 
responses obtained. Thus the different visions and concerns where classified into different 
thematic topics, and the frequency of their occurrence calculated. The different thematic topics 
and their occurrence within each locality as well as in the total sample is presented in table 7. 
Subsequently the most frequent issues identified are analysed. 
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Table 7: Thematic topics of visions and concerns identified through resident survey, 
with an indication of their frequency. 
Thematic topic Total Number of 
occurrences 
Total sample N= 
123 
Number of 
occurrences in XX 
Total sample N= 58 
Number of 
occurrences In XX 
High School Total 
sample N= 6 
Number Of 
occurrences In W 
Total sample N= 19 
Safe environment 43/123 15/58 21/46 10/19 
Employment 20/123 7/58 11/46 2/19 
Access 89/123 40/58 34/46 15/19 
School 221123 9/58 8/46 5/19 
Improved imag2 21/123 14/58 4146 3119 
Pollution 27/123 13158 8/46 6/19 
Water 8/123 8/58 0/46 0/19 
Noise 19/123 10/58 8/46 1/19 
Building proposals 
(housing & industrial 
units) 
31/123 11/58 10/46 10/19 
Wildlife 15/123 11/58 2/46 2/19 
Green & open 
space 
29/123 12/58 10/46 7/19 
Landscape & views 15/123 8/58 4/46 3/19 
Facilities 36/123 8/58 17/47 11/19 
Employment 19/123 7/58 11/46 1119 
Planning & 
consultation 
10/123 5/58 4/46 1/19 
The five main topics emerging from this qualitative examination are, in order of highest 
frequency, traffic, safe environment, facility provision, building proposals and green and open 
space which will be examined in combination with wildlife and landscape issues below. 
Access 
Access issues undoubtedly are one of the greatest concerns and aspiration themes which 
emerged for all three localities. Out of the 123 respondents 89 expressed either or concern of 
an aspiration to see improvement with regard to access 'provision. A summary of indicative as 
well as particular aspirations and concerns are presented in Table 8 which provides an 
important insight which could be utilised during decision making with regard to the proposal. 
Table 8 Aspirations and concerns with regard to access. 
Aspirations/ Visions Concems 
_ " Reduce Traffic Increase in traffic 
" Provision of dropped kerbs No planning has been undertaken for the increase 
" Easier access for people in scooters In traffic 
" improved access to x str, y str &z str. The 
ichool will be a long way for some children 
No emergency entrance behind j avenue- XX1 Pedestrian traffic 
More traffic control and calming measures Creating through traffic In X str 
Better transport links Traffic on y str 
Walkway provision 0 The capacity of the metrolink system 
0 No planning for extra parking 
0 Road closures during works diverting traffic away 
from businesses 
332 
Safe Environment 
Provision of a safe environment was the second greatest aspiration for the area and especially 
for the XX High School locality. It is interesting that this issue was not feature prominently in the 
workshop survey and as a result of the resident survey it is recommended that it is addressed 
more explicitly through the Master plan, or that communication with residents in enhanced for 
reassuring purposes. The visions and concerns are summarised below in Table9. 
Table 9: Aspirations and concerns with regard to a safer environment. 
Aspirations/ Visions Concerns 
" Less crime 0 Children causing problems 
" Monitor cAme 0 Gangs and youths hanging out 
" Safer place for the community 0 Concern over what people will move Into the area 
" More police especially to deal with teenagers 0 Vandalism Increase alongside the increase In 
" improved street lighting residential provision. 
" Provide facilities to keep teenagers of streets 0 Increase in the number of kids on streets- littering I I and vandalism 
Facility provision 
Facility provision also featured strongly in the aspirations and concerns of the residents, the 
facilities mentioned where with regard to the provision of leisure and recreation areas as well 
as shops and pubs. Some residents also commented on the impact incoming residents as a 
result of the housing developments would have on the availability of services such as doctors 
and dentists. It is also important to note that facility provision featured more strongly as an 
issue in the XX High School and XXII area (Table 7). A summary of visions and concerns 
expressed are summarised in table 10. 
Table 10: Aspirations and concerns with regard to facilities provision. 
Aspirations/ Visions Concerns 
improved local facilities No plans to Improve shopping facilities In XX area. 
Better sports facilities Increasing in housing would add waiting In medical 
More and improvement of existing children play centres 
areas 0 Lack of social activities for teenagers 
0 More community centres 0 
Loss of sports facilities 
0 More shopping facilities and pubs 
Proposed Building land use provisions through the master plan. 
This thematic topic includes visions and concerns with regard to housing and industrial unit 
proposed through the Master Plan. However, form the answers obtained confusion as to what 
was being proposed was became apparent. As some residents argue against the amount of 
industrial unit provision whereas others argue against housing provisions, some, not correlating 
with master plan proposals. It is thus proposed that further communication is endeavoured with 
residents to clarify proposals with residents. The issues where risen are summarised in Table 
Table 11. Aspirations/ visions and concerns with regard to proposed housing and 
industrial unit developments. 
Aspirations/ Visions Concerns 
More private housing Concern over the development of more flats and 
Less gettos affordable homes 
Segregation of Industrial units from housing 9 Too much housing 
More privately owned family homes 0 Too much Industry 
.0 
No more council housing 
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This is an issue which appeared to be of concern and an issue of uncertainty as residents 
didn't feel they knew what type of housing was being proposed. In the workshop the need for 
more affordable housing was expressed, but this view does not seem to be in line with the 
respondent residents, which in many cases requested for a greater social mix. 
Green & Open Space 
Green and open space issues featured as one of the main aspirations and concerns with 
regard to the proposals. However, they are closely linked, to wildlife protection and protection of 
views and therefore will be examined in conjunction. The issues related to the loss of 
Greenfield as well as the provision through the proposals for more and better maintained open 
spaces and playing fields. With regard to open space and landscape impacts of the 
developments, XX1 in particular expressed a number of concerns over the loss of greenfields 
and the disturbance of existing views as well as the impact this would have on wildlife. Some 
indicative comments are summarised in Table 12. 
Table 12 Aspirations & Concerns with regard to green and open space as well as 
landscape impact of the master plan proposals. 
Aspirations/ Visions Concems 
_ " Close and landscape the local landfill site 01 do not think the landfill Is safe to build on 
" retain some land for wildlife use as a buffer for 0 Loss of open space 
existing properties Loss of greenfields and green areas 
" walkways and parks 
" open spaces safe for children to play in 
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Section 5: Respondents attitude towards proposals. 
Residents where questioned on how significantly they felt affected by the proposals. The 
results vary between localities (Table 13). Residents from XXII and XX in their majority felt very 
or extremely affected by the development whereas residents from the XX High School area 
mostly felt slightly or moderately affected by the proposals. This difference is statistically 
significant at 95% level of significance (Table 14) 
Table 13: Percentage of resident respondents perceiving themselves to be affected by 
the development proposals. 
0/. within location 
ignificantly affe ted by the propos d development? 
Not at all slightly moderately very Extremely Total 
Location XXII 10.5% 10.5% 26.3% 52.6% 100.0% 
XX High 13.0% 19.6% 30.4% 21.7% 15.2% 100.0% 
xx 1.7% 8.6% 12.1% 25.9% 51.7% 100.0% 
Total 5.7% 1 13.0% 1 118.7%. 
1 24.4% 1 38.2% 100.0% 
Table 14: Statistical illustration of significant difference between XX High school 
perceptions in relation to XXI and XX areas. Chi-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2- 
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 25.337(a) 8 . 001 
Likelihood Ratio 27.059 8 . 001 
of Valid Cases 123 
a6 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count Is 1.08. 
Overall 57.7% of the resident respondents felt positively about the proposed developments in 
the Master Plan, despite identifying a number of concerns as illustrated in Section 2. However, 
these perceptions vary between localities. As can seen from Table 15 Residents in XXII in their 
majority 68.4% feel they will be affected by the proposals in a negative way. This is in contrast 
to the XX High School area residents which although they do not feel they will be affected to a 
great extent (table 13) they do perceive in their large majority of 76.1 that they will be affected 
in a positive way (Table 15). 
Table 15: Percentage of residents from different localities which feel positive or negative 
perception with regard to the proposals. 
0/ ... Rhin lev-nfinn 
do you feel you will be 
affected in a positive or 
negafi way? 
Neqatively Positiveiv Total 
Location XXII 68.4% 31.6% 100.0% 
XX High 23.9% 76.1% 100.0% 
xx 48.3% 51.7% 100.0% 
Total 42.3% 573% 10O. V/ j 
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Section 6: Long Term Monitoring and Resident Satisfaction with 
consultation. 
Residents where questioned whether they thought it was important to conduct long term 
monitoring to ensure that the sustainability objectives prioritised, and analysed in section 3, 
where achieved. The results are very interesting as the majority of residents 85.6% regardless 
of location felt it was 'very or'extremely' important to undertake long term monitoring Table 16. 
Table 16: Percentage of residents which feel it is important to undertake long term 
monitorinq of the achievement of the sustainability objectives. 
Do you fee it is important to monitor the achievement of thes e biectives? 
Not at all Sliqhtly moderately__ 
, 
very Extremely Total 
Location XXII 5.6% 44.4% 50.0% 100.0% 
XX High 2.2% 4.3% 10.9% 37.0% 45.7 100.0% 
xx 1.8% 12.3% 22.8% 63.2% 100.0% 
Total 1.7% 1.7% 10.7% 31.4% 54.5% 100.0% 
With regard to the residents satisfaction with the level and means of information provided with 
regard to the master plan proposals, opinions ranged considerably, however the majority of 
residents felt slightly to very satisfied with the information provided (Table 17). 
Table 17: Resident satisfaction with information provision on the Master Plan proposals 
Do you ell satisfied wit information provided on XX Master Plan? 
Not at all slightly moderately very Extremely Total 
Location XXI 15.8% 31.6% 26.3%. 26.3% 100.0% 
XX High 10.9% 13.0% 41.3% 32.6% 2.2% 100.0% 
xx 27.6% 25.9% 27.6% 19.0% 100.0% 
Total 19.5% 22.0% 32.5% 25.2% . 8% 100.0% 
With regard to the opportunities and level of consultation on the proposals again opinions 
varied greatly, but mostly ranging from not at all to moderately (Table 18). Negative opinions 
are more evident from XXI and XX residents, posing the questions of if potentially more 
consultation emphasis should be made in these areas as these are the ones expressing the 
majority of concerns with the development. A significant statistical correlation was established 
between the residents feeling negative about the proposals and residents who stated 
dissatisfaction with the extent of consultation. However, this is simply a statistical correlation 
and does not signify cause and affect. 
Table 18 Resident satisfaction with the means and level of consultation 
do you el satisfied with consultation offered on XX Master Plan? 
Not at all slightly moderately very Extremely Total 
-[o-cation XXI 31.6% 15.8% 36.8%' 15.8% 100.0% 
XX High 21.7% 15.2% 32.6% 30.4% 100.0% 
xx L) I 29.3% 20.7% 36.2% 12.1% I 1.7% 100.0% -- Total 1 26.8% 17.9% 35.0% 19.5% 1 . 8% 1,00.0% 
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Section 7: Conclusions & Recommendations , 
From the above results a number of conclusions can be drawn and recommendations made. 
Traffic was identified in both the workshop and resident survey as the greatest negative impact 
resulting from the proposed developments. The traffic issue evoked strong negative feelings 
from residents which affected the results of other issues such as noise and pollution being 
viewed as negatively impacted upon as a result of the traffic. Providing a safe environment for 
people to work and live in was identified as one of the main sustainability priorities for the area 
by the residents especially those from the XX High School locality. However, this issue was not 
raised in the workshop survey and it is therefore recommended that careful attention is given to 
the security urban design issues when finalising proposals. The 'secure by design' guidance is 
proposed to be consulted as well as potentially greater consultation with residents to find ways 
of dealing with the issues collectively. 
Employment generation was identified as important in both the workshop and the resident 
survey, however, both respondents felt that the proposals didn't provide many long term 
opportunities for employment. Issue regarding the proposed built developments, emerged in 
the visions and concerns section of the resident survey. Overall it appeared that residents 
where not sure about the nature of the housing being proposed and stated a clear preference 
over good quality privately owned homes to thus increase the diversity of the locality. Residents 
also expressed concern over the nature of the people the proposed developments would 
attract, and it is therefore recommended that further consultation is pursued with residents. 
Finally, open-space, landscape and biodiversity issues, where ranked as priority sustainability 
issues as well as where a main concern especially to XXI residents, which disapproved of the 
loss of near by green fields. The drainage of the lodges Mas considered upon negatively by a 
number of XX residents. 
Overall there was a clear request for the long term monitoring of the achievement of 
sustainability objectives and overall impact of the proposed developments. Results showed that 
57.7 % of resident felt they would be affected positively by the development. However, answers 
vary considerably between localities. Overall, residents of the XX High School locality felt more 
positively about the proposals than the XXI and XX residents yet at the same time felt less 
affected overall and also more satisfied with the consultation received. Overall residents 
satisfaction with the consultation and information received varied considerably ranging around 
the slightly to moderately satisfied. A significant correlation was identified between residents 
which felt positively about the proposals and those which where satisfied with the consultation 
received. Although this is a statistical correlation and does not signify cause and affect it may 
be recommendable to enhance consultation efforts in the XXII and XX 
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Appendix 6: Indicator selection criteria checklist. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
The following was presented to case study participants on the first workshop 
in session 3. Participants found it too hard to make selection and proposed an 
open discussion talking through each of the criteria and relevance to the XX 
BRP monitoring strategy. 
Please read through the criteria and their specific elements circling a maximum of 2 elements 
for each criterion. Then rank the criteria according to the level of importance you think they 
should play when deciding which indicators to choose. Start but putting I for your most 
important criterion 2 for your second most important etc in the boxes provided. 
Criteria Specific elements 
Development & a Be relevant to local government but also to the ordinary citizen 
use of Indicators m Relevant to ordinary citizens as we as to local government and easy to 
both by Local understand 
Government & a Ensure participation of decision makers to secure a firm link to adopted 
public policies and resulting action 
-Clearly assigning responsibility and providing ongoing support in the 
decision making process 
indicators -Lead to the setting of targets or thresholds 
should enable a Linked to setting targets for action 
the setting of -The identification of targets and trends that allow progress towards or 
targets, away from sustainability to be determined 
thresholds & a Comparing indicator values to targets reference values ranges thresholds 
trends or direction of trends as appropriate. 
a Develop a capacity for repeated measurement to determine trends; 
v Show trends over reasonable timescales 
Indicators w Have a relationship to other sets of indicators 
should be v Be both individually and collectively meaningful 
integrating a Integrating 
-Relation to other indicators: as well as being meaningful on its own does 
the indicator have a collective meaning? 
Linkage: do they link environment economic and social issues? 
Indicators -Measurable (implies that it must be a quantitative indicator) 
should be a Relevant to the issues of concern and scientifically defensible 
scientific and eMeasurable 
measurable -Expressed in a way that makes sensp (percentage rate, per capita, 
absolute value) 
" Stable and reliable: compiled using a systematic and fair method? 
" Make explicit all judgments assumptions and uncertainties in data and 
interpretations. 
" Valid: do they measure something that is related to the state of the 
system? 
Indicators -Sensitive (must readily change as circumstances change) 
should be Likely to change form year to year and more importantly, open to being 
sensitive, changed as a result of local action 
iterative, Sensitive to change across space ana social groups 
adaptive and Sensitive to change over time 
responsive to -Responsive: they respond quickly and measurably to changes? 
change. -Proactive: do they act as a warning rather than measure an exiting state? 
-Long range: do they focus on the long term? 
n Adopt a time horizon long enough to capture both human ecosystem 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
time scales, thus responding to current short term decision making needs 
as well as those of future generations. 
P Build on historic and current conditions to anticipate future conditions; 
where we want to go, where we could go. 
a Be iterative, adaptive and responsive to change and uncertainty because 
systems are complex and change frequently; 
-Adjust goals, frameworks and indicators as new insights aregained; 
Indicators -Sensitive (must readily change as circumstances change) 
should be m Likely to change form year to year and more importantly, open to being 
sensitive, changed as a result of local action 
iterative, a Sensitive to change across space and social groups 
adaptive and a Sensitive to change over time 
responsive to a Responsive: they respond quickly and measurably to changes? 
change. -Proactive: do they act as a warning rather than measure an exiting state? 
a Long range: do they focus on the long term? 
-Adopt a time horizon long enough to capture both human ecosystem 
time scales, thus responding to current short term decision making needs 
as well as those of future generations. 
-Build on historic and current conditions to anticipate future conditions; 
where we want to go, where we could go. 
Be iterative, adaptive and responsive to change and uncertainty because 
systems are complex and change frequently; 
uAdjust goals, frameworks and indicators as new insights are gained; 
Indicators a Be clear easy to understand and educate as well as inform 
should be simple n Understandable and if appropriate resonant 
to understand & n Understandable: simple enough to be interpreted by lay persons? 
have educational -Be designed to address the needs of the audience and set of users; 
value -Aim from the outset for simplicity in structure and use of clear and plain 
language. 
Promote development of collective learning and feedback to decision 
making. 
Indicators -Provoke change in policies services lifestyles etc 
should be able to v Policy relevance: relevance to public or corporate policy? 
influence policy, n Ensure participation of decision makers to secure a firm link to adopted 
services & life policies and resulting action 
stvles 
Indicators -Developed with the input from multiple stakeholders in the community 
should be based Community involvement: were they developed and acceptable by the 
on broad stakeholders of the system of concern? 
participation -Make the methods and data that are * used accessible to all; a Obtain broad representation of key grass roots, professional technical 
and social groups including youth women and indigenous people to 
ensure recognition of diverse and changing values. 
indicators @ Have a reasoned relationship to sustainability at both global and local 
should consider level 
both the local m Linked to sustainability, ideally both locally & globally 
and global scale w Act locally think globally: do they promote sustainability at the expense 
of others? 
v Define a space of study large enough to include not only local but also 
long distance impacts on people and ecosystemsý____ 
Indicators a Reflect local circumstances 
should be n Resonance: would the audience empathise with the indicator? 
context specific w Representative: as a group they cover the important dimensions of the 
focus area 
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0 
0 
wBe designed to address the needs of the audience and set of users; 
n Supporting development of local assessment capacity. 
Indicators w Comparability: is the indication capable of comparison with other values 
should be reported elsewhere? 
comparable - Standardising measurement whenever possible to permit comparison 
Data should be -Providing institutional capacity for data collection maintenance and 
made publicly documentation; 
available aMeasurable either by the local authority or by a body that can make the 
data available 
Indicator -Usable (practicable) 
Practicality and Available (it must be relatively straight forward to collect the necessary 
procedural data for the indicator) 
issues -Cost effective (it should not be a very expensive task to access the 
necessary data) 
" Be based on relatively easy to collect information 
" Available and timely: can the data be collected on an annual basis? 
" Stable and reliable: compiled using a systematic and fair method? 
*A limited number of indicators or indicator combinations to provide a 
clearer signal of progress 
a Draw from indicators and other tools that are stimulating and serve to 
engage decision makers 
w Aim from the outset for simplicity in structure and use of clear and plain 
language. 
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Appendix 7: Report with phase 4 results presented to 
participants. 
Evaluating the sustainability of the XX Paper Mill 
redevelopment: 
Identification of visions for the site, and consideration of the. bellefits jilld 
concerns of the proposal, including discussions on the development of 
indicators for the sustainability monitoring of the development. 
Workshop 1: Phase 4 of RAF: Setting Priorities for Sustainability 
Monitoring. 
Identification of visions, benefits and concerns with regard to the XXproposal. 
17th May, XX 
This report summarises the discussions and opinions raised at HIC 'I"Vý11LIMIlIg 
the sustainability of the XX Paper Mill workshop. The results of flic workshop 
recorded in this report will be considered carefully when selecting indicators 
to monitor the long term sustainability of the XX redevelopment project. 
CES, Centre for Environmental Strategy, University of Surrey 
SUBR: IM, Sustainable Urban Regeneration: Integrated Managetni, 11t 
Research Consortium. 
ý-*aWALt 
I 
e 
e46 :v 
N'*;, ' A1", 
-A 
Facilitators: 
Kalliope Pediaditi, University of Surrey 
Contact details: tel 01483686672 email kalliapedialiti@liotiiiail. coni 
Paulette Griffiths, University of the West Indies 
Michael Harbottle (recorder), Cambridge University 
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1. Delegate Programme for the day 
Evaluating the sustainability of the XX redevelopment. 
Outline programme 
12: 30 Registration & Buffet 
13: 00 Welcome & Introductions 
13: 20 Session 1: what are our Sustainability Visions and Concerns for the 
site? 
14: 00 Coffee & Biscuits 
14: 15 Session 2, Prioritising sustainability visions and concerns for the site 
15: 00 Coffee & Biscuits 
15: 15 Session 3: Future Actions 
16: 30 Close 
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2. Attendee List (Restricted for Appendix) 
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3. Background to and the workshop process. 
The aim of the workshop was to identify the main visions for the site as 
well as the perceived benefits and concerns with regard to the proposed 
development. The objective of the workshop, which was achieved, was to 
develop a list of main thematic topics which through a deliberative 
process have been prioritised as key and which should be monitored as 
part of the XX development. 
This workshop constitutes Phase 4 of the Redevelopment Assessment 
Framework RAF, which is a process being developed through the 
SUBRIM government funded research consortium with the aim to enable 
the development of site specific indicators to monitor the sustainability of 
brownfield redevelopment projects like the XX (See appendix 1 for more 
information on the RAF) - 
3.1 Workshop preparation: 
In order to carry out the workshop preparatory, actions were undertaken 
which consist of Phases 1 to 3 of the RAF. 
Phase 1: Team Building consisted of identifying the relevant participants 
which should be involved in the workshop. A checklist of potential 
relevant stakeholders was provided to XX Council, the planning 
department, and to the developer. Both parties were asked to identify 12 
stakeholders which they thought should attend, which resulted in the 
above attendee list (Section 2) a total of 15 stakeholders. 
Phase 2: Getting the facts right. This phase consisted of a project and site 
information gathering exercise, information for which was provided both 
from the council and from the developer. This information was 
summarised and sent to the delegates prior to the workshop. 
in order to increase participation wider, than the workshop delegates 
which essentially consist of key decision makers, it was considered 
essential that a community survey is carried out questioning neighbouring 
residents to the site, on the perceived impacts, concerns and sustainability 
objectives relevant to their area and proposed project. This survey was 
conducted following the master plan consultation period. The results of 
this survey identified the main positive and negative impacts residents 
perceived would occur as a result of the development as well as their 
priorities with regard to sustainability objectives for the area. The results 
of the survey (Appendix 2) were provided to delegates prior to the 
workshop as well as discussed during -the relevant sessions in the 
workshop. 
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Phase 3: Preparing the ground, has consisted of an investigation into the 
relevant existing monitoring requirements of the development as well as 
an examination of existing monitoring data and indicators being utilised 
by XX Council. A meeting was held with planning policy and the relevant 
officers currently in the process of developing Strategic Environmental 
Assessment indicators, and collating a data base of existing data being 
gathered. Discussions were also held with regard to the potential for 
utilisation of existing indicators for the purpose of the XX development 
monitoring. 
3.2 The Workshop Process 
Phase 4: Setting Priorities is essentially the workshop whose results are 
documented in this report. The workshop was divided into three sessions. 
In Session 1, delegates were spilt up into three groups, and were required 
using postits to identify their main concerns, visions and benefits for the 
site and proposed development. A carousel was conducted enabling all 
delegates to view what others had stated and to add where they felt 
appropriate. Following this exercise, delegates where required to make a 
presentation on each of the tasks ie on the main concerns, on the main 
benefits and the main visions for the project emerging from the exercise. 
The individual comments made on postits are presented in Section 5.1 . 
The main points of the presentation weTe recorded and presented in 
section 5.2. At this point the results of the community survey were 
presented and the table was opened for discussion, which resulted in a 
few main themes being identified which should be monitored and which 
were recorded and presented in Section 5.2. 
In Session 2, bearing in mind the results of Session 1a prioritisation 
exercise of general sustainability objectives was undertaken. Flip charts 
with economic, social and environmental. sustainability objectives were 
presented which delegated were provided with dots to state their 
priorities. The results of this session are presented in Section 6. Following, 
this exercise the results of the same prioritisation exercise undertaken by 
residents through the community survey were presented. The table was 
then opened for discussion. 
In Session 3 practical aspects were addressed with regard to the nature 
and function the final indicators should have. This consisted of an open 
table discussion of various characteristics of indicators, presented in 
Section 7. Twelve different characteristics of indicators, which could affect 
the indicator selection in Phase 5, were discussed. Also practical issues 
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such as, who should manage the process? Who should collect the data? 
and who should utilise the results were also discussed the main points of 
which have been recorded and presented in section 7. 
An evaluation exercise and questionnaire were also handed out at the end 
of the session the results of which are presented in Section 8. 
3.3 Future Actions & use of Workshop Results 
Based on the results of the workshop, a few main issues which require 
monitoring were identified. Therefore, these issues will be considered in 
Phase 5 to design and select the appropriate indicators. 
Phase 5 Designing the indicators, is a process which involves only a few 
of the delegates from the developers and council who in a meeting, 
consider the results of all the previous phases and select a set of indicators 
to monitor the long term sustainability of the project. 
Phase 6 Putting it all together, consists of another workshop were all 
delegates are required to participate and evaluate the selected indicators. 
In this session targets for the indicators and practical issues such as who 
will collect what data and how it will be utilised is agreed on. 
Thus from all the above, the aim of the RAF process will be achieved 
which is to develop site specific indicators in a participatory manner 
which will allow the monitoring of the long term sustainability of the 
ELPM redevelopment project. 
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4. Brief Summary of the key points emerging from 
the day. 
Through the first part of the day the main issues which were identified as 
deserving future monitoring are summarised below. For these issues 
indicators will be developed. 
Improved image of the area in terms of 'architecture, design, and social 
aspects as well as the combination of all. 
2. A safe environment for people to work and live in. 
3. Improved education in terms of academic achievement and 
infrastructure and design. 
4. Improved local economy, in particular with regard to small businesses, 
and the creation of quality employment opportunities. 
. 5. Improved 
housing mix in terms of mix between housing and 
businesses as well as types of housirig. The need to create a new 
housing balance -a property ladder, enabling people to stay in the 
area. 
6. Improve biodiversity in terms of habitat creation and water 
management. 
7. Improved accessibility (traffic management and transport links) 
8. Ensure safety with regard to contamination. 
From the second session, where sustainability objectives were prioritised 
for the area the following objectives were considered a priority. 
In terms of social objectives, the integration of the development within the 
locality was considered key, in particular to the design for example 
avoiding the development of gated communities as well as ensuring the 
accessibility and extensive use of facilities as well as the school after hours. 
The second most important social objective. was identified as the provision 
of a safe environment for people to work and live in. At the meeting the 
issue of high perceived crime was discussed. It was recognised that 
although nuisance has risen in the past years, crime is not particularly 
high. Thus the need to design out crime and nuisance was agreed as well 
as to create alternative options for youths. 
In terms of environmental objectives, the minimisation of pollution and 
remediation of existing contamination was -identified as a non- negotiable 
priority. The need to potentially monitor soil contamination was 
discussed. The protection of biodiversity and the natural environment was 
ranked as a second priority, with discussions surrounding the potential for 
the development to create new habitats and improve biodiversity. 
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Finally with regard to economic objectives identified, the provision of 
employment was identified as key. However, through the discussion, it 
was clarified that the quantity was not sd much an issue but rather the 
quality of jobs being created. This was linked with the need for better 
educational achievement which would enable locals to obtain and 
undertake better quality jobs in the area. The need to improve the 
community was also identified as a priority which was linked to the 
increased spending power in the area, resulting from the development. 
All these conclusions were in line with the results of the community 
survey (Appendix 2). 
With regard to Session 3 and indicator creation/ selection characteristics, 
no firm conclusions were made. However, a few significant points 
emerged. It was agreed that a collaboration should exist in the use of the 
indicators as well as the data provision and analysis. The potential to use 
existing LA indicators was endorsed on the proviso that they are relevant. 
It was also agreed with regard to the extent which the indicator results 
should be made public, would have to depend on the sensitivity of the 
information. Importantly it was also agreed that different types, 
qualitative and quantitative, indicators would have to be used according 
to what issues are addressed with regard to the site. For example, using 
quantitative indicators to monitor soil contamination, yet qualitative 
indicators to measure crime perceptions or quality of life indicators. 
From the above the basis has been built to develop sustainability 
indicators as well as in a second workshop agree targets and methods of 
their implementation. 
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5. Session 1: Identification of the benefits, concerns 
and visions of the proposed. development and 
site. 
Bellow are initially presented the raw results of Session 1 as presented on 
the flipcharts (Section 5.1), followed by the recorded comments from the 
presentation and discussion (Section 5.2). 
5.1 Visions., Concerns & Benefits as recorded by delegates. 
Visions as presented and themed by delegates 
social environmental safety high quality design visual Impact Employment 
opportunity improved (more) 
residential improved biodiversity maximising design Improved Image better jobs 
opportunity opportunities 
leisure school long term mixed integrated making X better In more skilled 
ees responsiveness and use terms of public workforce 
flexibility of solutions perception 
new blood in energy efficiency history Increased 
the community resource efficiency acknowledged employment 
on-site power acessibility opportunities 
generation using improved 
renewables 
kickstart wider a catalyst for future council tax 
regeneration in adjacent sites income 6 
X million 
improved providing new 
educational schoolbefter 
outcomes education 
opportunities and 
standards 
improved more sustainable 
health travel cholcýs 
reduced 
dependence on car 
improved 
transparent links 
around the town 
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Concerns as presented and themed by delegates. 
Concerns during construction 
successful remediation unattractive neighbourhood reaction, 
appearance changing or loss of community' 
environmental issues, effects on existing loss of local resident support 
contamination residents house 
prices 
dust pollution public relations with residents 
during construction AWARENESS 
dust & dirt health & safety & Accesibility 
security 
noise safety from site public Impatience Intolerance 
contaminants backlash 
noise/ disturbance safety in sites and 
access routes 
working hours waste generation 
traffic increase planning constraints 
& controls 
loss of wil life 
LonL, Term Concerns 
sustainable maintanance of miss the noise of commercial 
development? public space opportunity area 
sustainability of comprehensive social / economic viable biodiversity 
design master plan development benefits not 
and individual completion achieved 
buildings 
affordable housing deliverability of exclusivity gated flooding 
development of community 
whole site 
highway capacity & consequencesfor future flexibility in watercourse 
safety the other sites use of school management 
safety contamination? access to environmental 
services standards of housing 
non=car travel choices community traffic Increase 
support / input 
schooldoesn't 
deliver 
changing 
community feel 
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Benefits as presented and themed by delegates 
Benefits during construction 
several years 
decontamination construction jobs local workforce_ agreements 
community see action 
emour eyesores makes it real local supply chains 
end of tipping on evidence of progress 
tower farm landfill public perception Increased trade for business 
start of regeneration in changing perception encouraging 
XX good PR other investment 
end to uncertainty 
Long term benefits 
use of school premises by 
community a biq Image change removal of contamination 
improved pupil performance changing the image of XX housing demand Increase 
ripple effect Improve near 
adds to sporting Infrastructure new start by areas 
improved health outcomes for economic improvement of 
children & everyone radcliffe visual improvement 
improved opportunities & 
increased standards for more support of public lift the surrounding area 
young people transport (PPG 13) eg property prices 
increased population & socio- economic & health 
expenditure more effective additional support of indicators for population 
use of resources (school) services etc viability 
more sustainable 
development location biodiversity enhanced 
XX on the map accessibility by all modes opportunities 
regional & architectural focus 
on innovative school project improved traffic flows 
new employment 
ODDortunities 
5.2 Records of presentation made by delegates on the 
Visions,, Concerns and Benefits of the XX redevelopment 
proposal. 
Visions presentation records and main themes. 
The redevelopment of the XX was seen as an opportunity to regenerate XX as 
a whole. The vision included this redevelopmeht being a catalyst for more 
projects in the area. The main visions focused around the themes of: 
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U Improved Image of the site relating to high quality design 
E3 Improved image of the site with regard to social provisions and 
opportunities. 
E3 Improved social opportunities in terms of the provision of mixed housing, 
including size ie 2 bedroom, 3 bedroom, etc as well as a good mix of social 
and private housing. Thus providing the opportunity for people moving 
up the ladder in XX to remain in the area. 
D Improved education, which would be achieved through the new school 
c3 Improved job opportunities in XX, both in terms of the quality of jobs as 
well as the quantity. 
Q Improved transportation through improved links, accessibility and 
integrated usage. 
E3 Maintenance of heritage. 
o improved biodiversity and use of renewables 
Concerns presentation records and main themes of discussion 
Concerns during construction: 
The main concerns during construction of the XX redevelopment evolved 
around: 
" The management of environmental concerns such as dust noise and 
pollution. 
" Transparent community consultation, with the aim of keeping their 
support of their project. 
Long ternz concerns: 
The main long term concerns with regard to the XX, evolved around the 
following issues: 
(3 Long term sustainability and questions ovef the long term management 
and maintenance of the site. 
E3 Long term social function of the site, with fear of gated communities and 
limited access to facilities and a change in the current community feel of 
the area. 
[I Concerns that the social and economic visions described would not be 
achieved. 
E3 Highway capacity as a result of the develop! nent and traffic and safety 
issues potentially arising. 
a Long term risk and safety with regard to site contamination. 
[3 Water management for flooding and biodiversity purposes. 
Benefits presentation records and main themes of discussion. 
Benqfits during construction: 
C3 Decontamination of the site 
Working with residents to win allegiance, and restore pride in the area. 
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E3 Ripple economic effects, regarding employment, suppliers, merchandising 
etc 
Long term benefits: 
E3 The school is a major beneficial factor, providing the opportunity for 
improved educational attainment, and thus the opportunity for residents 
better career opportunities. 
E3 Improved Health opportunities from the provision of new facilities. 
E3 Improved housing resulting in people wanting to stay in the area and 
restoring the community feel and pride. 
13 improved perceptions of the area, turning XX into a show case of 
regeneration to be emulated. 
a Opportunities to improve biodiversity through habitat creation and water 
management. 
Summary Of the key themes emerging from the session and deserving 
monitoring. 
[3 Improved image of the area in terms of architecture, design, and social 
aspects as well as the combination of all. 
13 Improved education in terms of 
. 
academic achievement and 
infrastructure and design. 
El Improved local economy, in particular with regard to small businesses, 
and the creation of quality employment opportunities. 
El Improved housing mix in terms of mix between housing and 
businesses as well as types of housing. The need to create a new 
housing balance -a property ladder, enabling people to stay in the 
area. 
" Improve biodiversity in terms of habitat creation and water 
management. 
" Improved accessibility ( traffic management and transport links) 
E3 Ensure safety with regard to contamination. 
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6. Session 2, Prioritising Sustainability Objectives 
as relevant to the XX area and XX site. 
In this session the following tables were presented with the different 
social, economic and environmental objectives and delegates were 
requested to place dots on each objective category according to what they 
felt was a priority for the area. This was followed by a presentation of the 
community survey results of the same exercise and a discussion. 
Social objectives: 
Issues Priority (number Ranked by community 
of dots attributed according to importance with 
_by_delegat s) 
1 being the most important. 
To provide adequate local services to 3 
serve the development 
To provide a safe environment for 3 1 
people to work and live in 
To provide housing to meet needs 1 5 
Integrate the development within the 11 2 
ocality 1( 1( 
To provide good accessibility for all 1 
L 
21 4 
Envirorunental Objectives 
Issues Priority (number Ranked by community 
of dots attributed according to importance with 
es) 1 being the most important. 
To minimise the use of resources 0 5 
To minimise pollution & remediate 12 1 
existing contan-tination 
To protect biodiversity and the natural 4 2 
environment 
To protect the landscape 0 3 
To protect heritage and historic 0 4 
buildings I-I 
Economic Objectives 
Issues Priority (number Ranked by community 
of dots) according to importance with 
1 being the mostimportant. 
To enable businesses to be efficient and 0 5 
competitive 
To provide employment opportunities 12 2 
To promote the local economy _ 
4 1 
To provide transport infrastructure to 0 3 
meet business needs I I 
To support local business diversity 1 0 1T 
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7. Session 3: Future Actions, Identifying the criteria 
to be used to choose indicators. 
In this session the criteria for indicator selection were identified and 
discussed. Twelve thematic categories of indicator characteristics were 
presented to the delegates and an open table discussion took place thus 
helping to get a clearer idea of what the indicators should be like. The 
main feature of this session was the uncertainty about how the indicators 
should be. The outcome of the session was that indicator characteristics 
should vary according to the indicator thematic topics identified in Session 
1, for example contamination indicators would have to be more scientific 
and robust than social indicators. 
The above discussion led to the consideration of the following questions 
of: 
L3 who will use the indicator results? 
c3 who should collect the data and 
ci should existing data sources be utilised? 
While discussion was being carried out main point were recorded, 
although some points were inconclusive. The trend was that a 
combination of responsibility and use of indicators should occur between 
LA and the developer. 
below the different indicator selection categories discussed are presented 
and some of the comments made for each. This is followed by the 
comments recorded on the questions on indicator use, collection and data 
sourcing. 
Indic ator selection criteria comments made on criteria 
1. Development & use of indicators both policy relevant and LA ( local level site specific) 
by government & public - 
depending on need 
indicators should enable the setting of 2 EIA targets, planning guidance thresholds, targets . targets thresholds and trends eg set 
in green travel plans 
eg relevant to employment & education 
prating opportunitibs 
there should be a mix of both qualitative and 
Indicators should be scientific and 4 quantitative 
indicators whose selection should 
. 
measurable 
depend on the topic In question 
5. Indicators uld be sensitive iterative, flexible Yýt long term consistency targets 
ad ge 
6. indicators should be simple to relevance is more Important than educational 
understand & have educational value value 
Tindicators should be able to influence it depends on the audience as well as point 1 
p 
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8. Indicators should be based on broad it depends on point 1&6 there needs to be 
participation sensitivity and specialism consideration 
9. Indicators should consider both the there should be a link to other Indicators at higher 
local and the global scale levels also depends on points 1,6,8 
10. indicators should be context specific this depends the issue under examination 
11. indicators should be comparable benchmarking should take place were possible 
12. data should be made publicly depending on sensitivity 
available 
13. indicator practicality and procedural see questions below tackled 
issues 
Who will use the indicator results? 
[3 Council: planners and all departments 
E3 developers 
0 Compiling all information in one / centre/ database/ website? 
E3 consultation database? 
E3 Business groupS chambers of commerce? 
El regional central government? 
Ll Area boards, feed in to community plans? 
El social services / police/ education? 
Who should collect the data? 
(3 developer? 
council? 
combination of agencies ? 
C3 Who should be responsible for organising the collection of the data or its 
management? Should this be led by the council? 
C3 What is the time period for data collection? For how long would data be 
collected for? 
[I What data collecting period is sustainable? Should data be collected and 
monitoring occur until a set target has beeri met? 
Should existing data sources be utilised? 
" Council - other agencies eg EA? 
" Ask new agencies to introduce new measuring points 
ci Developer 
Li This answer depends on how the data is presented. 
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Appendix 8: RESCUE remediation sustainability 
criteria. 
RESCUE, 2005, Administrative tools and incentives, Chapter 5 Sustainability 
Assessment Tool for Brownfield Regeneration projects, pg254-258 
http: //www. rescue-europe. com/html/results. html 
Project Monitoring and evaluation Description of the monitoring system 
put in place, objectives , use of indicators, periodicity, timing and 
what action to be taken if problem is 
identified. 
Will the project maintain and improve local air 
quality; mitigation measures implemented against 
dust generation and air pollution during the works? 
Has the project identified the risks and the mitigation 
measures to be put in place to reduce the human 
health and environment risks associated with 
exposure to hazardous substances? 
Has the noise pollution been considered during the 
characterisafion and clean up phases and mitigation 
measures been implemented? 
Will the project put procedures in place to ensure 
the monitoring and reporting of the environmental 
parameters during the works ( physical, chemical, 
complaints from community) 
Will the project put in place methods to avoid the 
spread of the contamination during the demolition 
process? 
Will it promote re-use and recycling of waste and 
reduce overall volume of waste produced (waste 
hierarchy) 
Will it ncourage waste management close to 
source ( proximity principle) 
Will the project adopt a waste management plan to 
optimise the recycling and reuse of soils and debris 
taking into account the methodological guidance 
and strategy of the EC? 
Will the project waste management plan be in 
compliance with the local I regional and national 
plans? 
_ Will the project estimate the quantities of available 
materials for recycling and for reuse after treatment 
and a material dismantling sequence plan? 
Will the project include on going remediation 
performance verification in terms of cost, efficiency 
and schedule in order to reduce corresponding 
I risKs7 I 
I 
-Will 
the project include post validation remediation I 
- 
358 
performance verification in terms of cost, efficiency 
and schedule to measure the success of the 
remediation process? 
Will the project use a cost model in order to reduce 
unexpected cost variations related to the 
remediation? 
Will the project characterisation and remediation 
phase costs and techniques be integrated in an 
overall economic viability strategy? 
Have several use options being considered and 
their costs calculated? 
Will the management of the project make provision 
for the inclusion of all groups in information and 
decision making during characterisation and clean 
up phases? 
Will the project raise awareness about 
environmental problems if relevance on the site? 
Will the project put in place an appropriate site 
specific risk communication to improve the social 
acceptance of the project? 
Will the project prepare and implement an 
emergency action plan? 
Will the public have opportunities to express 
comments to technical decisions and are the conflict 
resolution in the participation plan? 
Will it maintain and improve surface water and 
qround water quality? 
Does the project description include a plan 
demonstrating that after cleanup the site will be 
reused in a manner that leads to environmental 
improvement through reductions in pollution and 
resource consumption? 
Will the project include a risk management 
framework involving identification planning and a 
minimisation plan? 
Will the project consider the key environmental 
legislation related to the industrial sites ( IPPC, EIA), 
treatment of contaminated land, energy efficiency, 
waste minimisation and pollution control (EMAS)? 
Has the project used decision support tools to assist 
in environmental decision making ( characterisation 
strategy, remediation techniques etc)? 
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Appendix 9: Report with phase 5. results presented to 
participants. 
Proposal for a Sustainability Monitoring Framework and 
Assessment of the XX Paper Mill development. 
September 5/8/2005 
Report of the Results of the RAF Phase 5. Identification of relevant 
sustainability indicators. 
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1. Introduction. 
In this report indicators are presented for the long term sustainability monitoring of the XX 
Paper Mill (XX) development, as well as criteria to assess the sustainability of the development 
proposals. These indicators are the result of a community survey (Appendix 1) as well as a 
facilitated workshop and discussions with various stakeholders throughout the year (Appendix 
2). 
The sustainability criteria are based on the objectives determined through the above process, 
and have been compiled in consultation with the SEEDA sustainability checklist to provide a 
robust and replicable method of assessment of the sustainability of the XX proposals. As a 
result the criteria here largely reflect the priorities of the locality as identified by its stakeholders. 
It is aimed that, following the review of these criteria in the forthcoming Phase 6 workshop and 
the consensus on the final set of criteria to be used is reached; a sustainability assessment will 
be carried out using these criteria which will be provided for consideration with the planning 
application. 
With regard to the long term indicators proposed in this reporl:; they are based on the same 
objectives as the sustainability criteria, yet have been'drawn from the Local Development 
Framework (LDF) scoping report thus reflecting local policy and minimising the potential for 
duplication of data collection. The indicators proposed in this report following their review and 
adoption in the Phase 6 RAF workshop will be utilised to monitor the long term sustainability of 
the proposed development throughout its initial planning phase, during construction through to 
operation. 
It is therefore the aim of this report to present this initial list of long term indicators as well as 
sustainability criteria to stakeholders for review and consideration prior to the workshop on the 
8th of September. 
The structure of the report then follows with guidance on how to review the different indicators 
and criteria and the range of different issues which should be considered (Section 2). Section 3 
presents the long term monitoring indicators together with provisional indicators for review as 
well as some further information as to how they were derived. In Section 4 the relevant SEEDA 
checklist criteria are presented according to sustainability objective accompanied by 
information on their derivation, limitations and issues to consider during their review. Section 5 
concludes the report, outlining the expectations for the Phase 6 workshop on the 8th of 
September. 
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2. Reviewing the Sustainability indicators and criteria. 
In the Phase 6 Workshop the sustainability indicators and criteria in this report will be reviewed 
and agreed upon allowing for a monitoring and assessment framework for the XX site. 
However, there are a number of issues which will require consideration from all stakeholders 
prior to the workshop. These differ between the long term indicators and the sustainability 
criteria and are presented below. 
Based on the above this report has been distributed to all stakeholders attending the workshop 
and comments will be anticipated for the workshop. 
Task f or Stakeholders; 
Review document based on instructions, answer questions and feel free to make 
comments. Please email electronic copy to kalliapediaditieyahoo.. co. -uk and 
bring 
along print out with comments to workshop. 
2.1. Issues to consider when reviewing the long term 
monitoring sustainability indicators. 
When examining the proposed relevant LDF scoping report indicators in the Phase 5 stage of 
the RAF, the following observations were made which have been taken into account when 
preparing the final list presented in Section 3. 
Not all indicators were relevant or necessary as some had significant overlap with others. 
Therefore a selection was made of the most representative and informative. Of the LA LDF 
SEA scoping report indicators, although relevant in context, concerns were expressed that the 
data at the level at which it is collected may not be detailed enough to reflect the impact which 
the XX development will have. 
Furthermore, there was also concern expressed regarding the regularity of the data collection 
carried out on behalf of the council. It was therefore agreed that, where relevant, a survey will 
be conducted in the XX locality over a period of 9 years at 3 year intervals to collect the site 
specific data. This approach will have three main advantages. Firstly an accurate picture of the 
sustainability of the development could be formed with comparative data prior to the 
development, during construction and post completion, and secondly these results could be 
compared to the general trends occurring in LA. Thirdly, sustainability monitoring can be 
undertaken over the long term with relatively little costs. 
However, it was recognised that should sustainability trends be established to be negative, it 
would not be in the developers capacity to initiate or be responsible for change. Nevertheless. it 
was established that this would be useful information which the LA could use in future 
development proposals as well as to examine the possibility to take mitigative actions in the 
area. 
Based on the above the following issues should be considered when reviewing the long term 
sustainability indicators in Section 3. 
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Task for Stakeholders: 
Review long term indicators presented by answering the following questions 
presented in the task boxes. DA = Disaqree, N= Neutral, A= Aqree 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost ef f ective 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A' Comments 
Is the monitoring task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
bo you think the data collection 
timinq is. appropriate? 
C)o you think the sample is 
representative 
Do you agree with the stated 
benchmark5-. P 
Do you agree with the additional 
information collected or do you think 
there should be more? 
t)o you have any other comments? 
Once this information from the various sustainability indicators is collected it will be produced 
into three sustainability performance reports to be published at three different stages within the 
developments life cycle. A first report prior to development commencement, namely the 
sustainability assessment, one during construction and final one 2 years post completion. An 
issue which will be discussed at the workshop will be how public should these results be 
made? 
Task for 5takeholders: Answer the following question. 
How public should the results of the assessment and monitoring surveys be made? 
Should they be made available to the local community or should they be used purely 
to inform LA, regional and other relevant government bodies? 
11 11 
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Another issue to consider is how the data will be collected, sourced and analysed. Thus far two 
proposals have been made and there needs to be a decision as to the preferred way of 
imolementina the monitorinq framework. 
Task for Stakeholders; Select one of the 2 options (circle preference). 
U The developer should be responsible for the preparation of the monitoring 
report as well as the surveys and for obtaining and collating information from 
the LA. 
LI The developer should put some money aside for the surveys and monitoring 
framework, yet it is the LA responsibility to analyse the data and write the 
monitorina ret)ort (this can also be undertaken bv obtainina consultant heli)). 
2.2 Issues to consider when reviewing the SEEDA 
sustainability checklist criteria. 
The SEEDA development sustainability checklist was amongst other sources used to draw 
sustainability criteria relevant to the eight objectives determined in the workshop in Phase 4 of 
the RAF. With regard to the initially presented SEEDA criteria in Phase 5 of the RAF it was 
generally agreed by the stakeholders that they were not indicators but rather relevant criteria 
for the assessment of the proposals sustainability, which is useful in itself. There was concern 
over the lack of benchmarks, which has been dealt with in this report by the recommendation of 
similar criteria with associated benchmarks deriving from the new updated SEEDA checklist. 
Through the thorough examination of the criteria it was identified that some of the issues 
although relevant could not be addressed in the outline planning application phase and 
therefore in some cases a distinction was made between the criteria which would be 
considered at this phase of the development (outline planning application) and the remainder 
criteria to be considered at the detailed application phase. 
Task for Stakeholders: k a 
i ewthe sustainability criteria presented by answering the following questions R 
LEevi 
rs p present4 presented in the task boxes, UA = I)isaqree, Nz Neutral, A= Aqree 
Indicator Peview Criteria DA N A- Comments 
is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning betailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
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The way the results of this assessment should be used was discussed in the RAF Phase 5 
meeting and the following was proposed. The results of the assessment of the development 
based on these criteria will be reported in a sustainability assessment, which would be handed 
in to LA for consideration with the EIA and planning application. 
ask for Stakeholders: Answer the following question. 
hould the results of the assessment of the development based on these criteria 
e reported in a sustainability assessment, to be handed in to LA for consideration 
ith the EIA and planning application? 
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3. Long Term Monitoring Sustainability Indicators. 
The different indicators from the LDF SEA scoping report relevant to each sustainability 
objective determined in the Phase 4 RAF workshop (Appendix 2) are presented below. The 
comments and issues identified in the initial review of these indicators in Phase 5 are included, 
followed by the final modified indicators followed by proposed benchmarks. 
Task for Stakeholders: 
Peview prior to workshop each long term indicators presented by answering the 
questions presented in the task boxes. DA = Disagree, N= Neutral, A= Aqree 
3.1 Sustainability Objective 1 
improved image and integration of the area in terms of architecture, design, and social 
aspects as well as the combination of all. 
LDF relevant 
indicators 
SP8, % of residents surveyed who consider their neighbourhood has got worse 
within the last 2 years. 
Baseline Indicator Baseline Data Source Frequency 
Indicator % of residents surveyed 26% (2004) LA MBC Every 3 
Information who consider their Community Years 
neighbourhood has got Cohesion 
worse within the last 2 Survey (2004 
years. I 
it was considered appropriate that the neighbourhoods surrounding the XX redevelopment proposal are 
surveyed, preferably through a door to door method, prior to the commencement of the development 
during construction and post completion asking the same question. The results could then be compared 
to other neighbourhoods in LA. 
it is considered appropriate that this question is followed by a question to residents of why they think it 
has got worse should that be the case. 
Indicator: % of residents which fee/ their n6qhbourhood has -qot worse 
in the last two Vears. 
Monitoring Task: 3 door to door surveys. 
Data collection sample: Neighbourhoods surrounding XX development. 
Data Collection Timing : Prior development commencement, during construction & post completion. 
Additional information collectedi Why they feel it has got worse? 
Benchmark using traffic light method : 
Red: increase in % of residents considering the neighbourhood has 
got worse. 
: No change 
Green: decrease in % of residents considering the neighbourhood 
has got worse. 
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Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost ef f ective 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review OA N A Comments 
Is the monltorlý7y task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the data collection 
timinq is appropriate? 
Do you think the sample 
representative 
[)o you agree with the stated 
benchmarks. 2 
[)o you agree with the additional 
Information collected or do you think 
there should be more? 
Do you have any other comments? 
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3.2. Sustainability Objective 2 
To provide a safe environment for people to work and live in. 
LDF relevant SP5 (a) % of residents surveyed who feel 'fairly safe' or 'very safe' after clark 
indicators whilst outside in their local authority area; 
(b) % of residents surveyed who feel 'fairly safe' or 'very safe during the d( -1y 
whilst outside in their local authority area 
It was considered appropriate inat tne neignournoods surrounding the XX redevelopment proposal are 
surveyed, preferably through a door to door method, prior to the commencement of the development 
during construction and post completion asking the same question. The results could then be compared 
to over all local authority area. 
Indicators: a) % of XX residents and neighbouring residents surveved who feel ' fairly safe' or Ve 
safe'afler dark whilst outside in their ne4ghbourhood or the XX site. 
b) % of XX residents and neighbouring residents surveyed who feel 'fairlv safe'or 'very safe'during the 
dav whilst outside in their n6ghbourhood or the XX site. 
Monitoring Task: 3 door to door surveys. 
Data collection sample: Neighbourhoods surrounding XX development. 
Data Collection Timing : Prior development commencement, during construction & post completion. 
Benchmark using traffic light method : 
Red: decrease in % of residents feeling fairly of very safe, after dark 
& during the day whilst outside. 
Also if % is worse than the LA average. 
: No change or if % is the same with the LA average. 
Green: increase in % of residents feeling fairly of very safe, after 
dark & during the day whilst outside. 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
-6oes this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost effective 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review bA N A Comments 
Is the monl'torinq task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
[)o you think the data collection 
timinq is appropriate? 
t)o you think the sample /s 
representative 
r)o you agree with the stated 
benchmarks-. 5' 
I)o you have any other comments? 
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3.3. Sustainability Objective 3 
Improvecl eclucation in terms ot acaclemic achievement and infrastructure and desicin. 
LDF relevant SP3 a) % of pupils achieving 5+ GCSEs (A*-C). 
indicators b) % of pupils achieving no GCSEs. 
C) Destination of school leavers (%) e. g. full time education, 
employment, government supported training. 
d) % of working age qualified to NVQ2+ 
e) % of working age qualified to NVQ3+ 
% of working age qualified to NVQ4+ 
% of workinQ aae with no aualifications. 
UT tnese inaicators it was aeciaeo mat not aii were necessary and that academic results should 
be obtained to reflect the performance of the new school. As a result the following indicators 
were recommended: 
Indicators: % of pupils in new school achieving 5+ GQSEs (A*-C) at new school. 
Monitoring Task: New School to provide annually figures of students achieving 5+ GCSEs 
(A*-C). 
Data Collection Timing- Annually after new school completion. 
Data collection Sample: Students attending new school. 
Benchmark using traffic light method - 
Red: decrease in % of students achieving 5+ GCSEs in new school 
and in comparison to old schools being replaced. 
: No change or if % is the same with old schools. 
Green: increase in % of students achieving 5+ GCSEs in new 
school and in comparison to old schools beina reDlaced. 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
inf ormation which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
is it cost effective 
t)o you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A Comments 
-Ts -the monitoring task specif ied 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
t)o you think the data collection 
timing is appropriate? 
[)o you think the sample 
representative 
[)o you agree with the stated 
benchmark,! O 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Indicators: Destination of school leavers N eq full time education, employment, qovernment 
supported traininq. 
Monitoring Task: Identify the destination of school leavers from new school % eg full time 
education, employment, government supported training. 
Data Collection Timing: Annually after new school completion. 
Data collection Sample: Students graduating from new school. 
Benchmark using traffic light method : 
Red: increase in % of students going straight into employment or not settled and decrease in 
% of students continuing education or receiving training. 
: No change or if % is the same with old schools. 
Green: increase in % of students continuing in education or training or decrease in % of 
students going directly into employment or being unsettled. 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost ef f ective 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A Comments 
Is the monl'torinq task specif ied 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the data collection 
timlý7q is appropriate? 
Do you think the sample Is 
representat. ive 
Do you agree with the stated 
benchmarksý2 
C)o you have any other comments? 
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Indicators: % Workinq aqe qualified to NVQ2+ 
Monitoring Task: Identify the % of working age qualified to NV02+ in XX. 
Data Collection Timing: Annually by Nornis (Labour Force Survey). 
Data collection Sample: XX, however it is not know if data is analysed to this level. 
Benchmark using traffic light method : 
Red: decrease in % of working age qualified to NV02+ in XX. 
: No change 
Green: increase in % of working age qualified to NVQ2+ in XX. 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost ef f ective 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A Comments 
Is the moniforIng task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the data collection 
timing is appropriate? 
[)a you think the sample /s 
representative 
[)o you agree with the stated 
benchmarks; 2 
r)o you agree with the additional 
Information collected or do you think 
there should be more? 
Do you have any other comments? 
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3.4. Sustainability Objective 4 
Improved local economy, in particular with regard to small businesses and the creation 
of quality employment opportunities. 
LDF relevant SP7 : a) Average earnings (residence based) weekly earnings. 
indicators b) Proportion of jobs per working age resident (jobs density). 
EGI: a)No of business start ups ( Vat registrations) No. per 10.000 working age pop. 
b) No of business failures ( VAT deregistrations) as a% of stock 
EG2: a) Town/district centre Vacancy rates 
b) town centre vields 
Not an maicators were consicerea necessary or appropriate. The Following indicators 
were proposed : SP7 b, EG2 a. It was also considered appropriate 11ollowing the 
completion of the employment units that a survey is carried out to identify the i itimber 
and type ofjobs created. 
Indicators: SP7 b) Proportion of 4obs per workinq aqe resident ('obs density). 
Monitoring Task: Obtain annual Nomis survey results for the XX area 
Data Collection Timing: Annually but report prior to development commencement, during 
construction and post completion. 
Data collection Sample: XX residents, However, it would be better if the sample was the 
neighbourhoods surrounding the site. 
Benchmark using traffic light method 
Red: decrease jobs density 
: No change 
Green-. increase in iobs densitv. 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
6oes this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
is it cost ef f ective 
E)o you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A Comments 
T5 the monitorinq task 5pecif ied 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the data collection 
tlMing is appropriate? 
Do you think the sample 
representative 
[)a you agree with the stated 
benchmarksý2 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Indicators: EG2: a) Town/district centre Vacancy rates 
Monitoring Task: Obtain LA vacancy rate results for the XX area 
Data Collection Timing: Results obtained every two years but a report should be developed 
prior to development commencement, during construction and post completion. 
Data collection Sample: XX. 
Benchmark using traffic light method 
Red: increase in vacancy rates 
: No change 
Green: decrease in vacancy rates. 
Indicator Review Criteria 
- 
DA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which con be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost ef f ective 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A Comments 
Is the moniforlý7q task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the dato collection 
M7M7g is appropriate? 
Do you think the sample 
representative 
Do you agree with the stated 
benchmarks, 2 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Indicators: The number and type of iobs created bv the employment units 
Monitoring Task, Conduct a survey following the completion of the employment units to 
establish the number and type of jobs created 
Data Collection Timing: post completion of development. 
Data collection Sample- Development employment units. 
Benchmark using traffic light method : 
Red. Less jobs than predicted of low pay and skills 
: The number of jobs predicted 
Green: More or the same number of jobs predicted but of high pay 
or skill. 
Indicator Peview Criteria DA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost effective 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A Comments 
Is the monltorlý7y task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
[)a you think the data collection 
timinq is appropriate? 
[)a you think the sample /s 
representative 
r)o you agree with the stated 
benchmarks;; ' 
Do you have any other comments? 
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3.5. Sustainability Objective 5 
Improved mix between housing and businesses as well as types of housing. The need to 
create a new housing balance -a property ladder, enabling people to stay in the area. 
LDF relevant SP4 Number /% of dwellings on large housing schemes ( above 25 units) that are provided 
indicators under affordable housing planning policy 
SP1 Contextual indicator: total population trends, total households and average size. 
ine auove IFIUKALUIZý were cunsiaerea ouring ine tnase o meeting. it was established that 
indicator SP4 could be easily determined from the outline planning application and that the 
results would be fed into the LA database. However, indicator SP1 was considered 
inappropriate as it is collected every ten years as well as it would be hard to decipher the 
contribution the development has made. It was therefore deemed more appropriate to 
undertake a survey post development to establish the SP1 contextual indicators for the 
development. 
Indicator SP4 Number /% of dwellings on large housing schemes ( above 25 units) that are 
provided under affordable housing planninq policy. 
Monitoring Task: review of outline planning application. 
Data collection sample. development outline planning application 
Data Collection Timing : Prior development commencement,.. 
Benchmark using traffic light method : 
Red: sign&antly smaller % of affordable housing than recommended in Local policy 
: slightly smaller % of affordable housing than recommended in Local policy 
Green: % of affordable housýng provided as recommended in Local policy 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
ýoes this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
is it cost ef f ective 
J)o you have any other comments? 
r 
Indicator Characteristics Review bA N A Comments 
-Ts the monl'torlng task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
C)o you think the data collection 
timin is a ro riate? 
r)o you think the sample /s 
representative 
[)a you agree with the stated 
benchmarks. ' 
I)o you have any other comments? 
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Indicator : Contextual indicators of development includinq, population size and characteristics, 
total households and average size as well as work location of residents. 
Monitoring Task: Door to door survey of development households 
Data collection sample: housing development 
Data Collection Timing : Post development completion. 
Benchmark using traffic light method : 
Red: Lack of diversity of type of households and out migration for 
work 
: No difference from current situation 
Green: greater diversity of type of households , than currently available in the locality as well as limited out migration of new 
residents for work. 
Indicator Review Criteria 
- 
DA N A Comments 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost ef f ective 
Do you have any other comments? 
Indicator Characteristics Review DA N A Comments 
Is the monl'torlýiq task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the data collection 
timin is appropriate? 
Do you think the sample /s 
representative 
Do you agree with the stated 
benchmarksý2 
Do you have any other comments? 
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3.6. Sustainability Objective 6 
IMDrove biodiversitv in terms if habitat creation and water manaaampnf 
Baseline Indicator Baseline Data Frequency 
Indicator Source 
Information EN2: water Chemical water quality on a scale of A-F (A Environment Annual 
quality of main very good &F bad): 100% of rivers in fair Agency/ 
rivers quality (D) or above (2003). DEFRA 
Holcombe Brook: (Very Good A), 
Pigs Lee Brook (Fair, D), 
Kirklees Brook (Good B), 
Whittle Brook (Fairly Good C), 
Irwell (Fairly Good C). ) 
EN4: a) net There has been a net loss of acid LA MBC Every 10 
changeln grassland and heathland habitats. years 
priority semi Woodland cover was 6% in 2001, a 2% 
habitats- acid increase since 1991. 
grassland, The 1991 and 2001 Habitat Surveys 
heathland, semi recorded that there are between 400 and 
natural 450 ponds and lodges over I OM2 within the 
woodland and Borough. A total of 414 waterbodies have 
ponds been confirmed. 
EN4b)number & No Baseline - Data Gap NA NA 
type of habitats 
lost to 
develop ent 
The above indicators were not considered appropriate as explained below and therefore 
alternative recommendations were proposed. 
EN2: water quality of main dvers. 
This indicator was considered too general as the water quality of the river adjoining the site 
could be influenced by activities further up stream. 
it was however considered appropriate to examine the water quality at the sampling station 
immediately downstream of the development prior and throughout the construction period of 
the development. The data is readily provided by the environment agency and is available 
through their website. However, any decline in the quality should not be attributed directly to 
the development as there is an adjoining landfill next to the development which could be 
responsible. Therefore monitoring would be for precautloýary reasons. 
comments: .......................................................................................... 1 11 .............. 
EN4: a) net change in Pýoritv semi habitats- acid-grassland, heathland, semi natural woodland 
and ponds 
This indicator was considered inappropriate as it is sampled every ten years and at a too large 
scale to be relevant to the proposed development. 
An EIA is being carried out which would provide detailed information about habitat loss and 
creation on the site. 
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Comments: ............................................................................................................... 
ENO) number & type of habitats lost to development 
This indicator is inappropriate as there is no baseline. However, the EIA will provide this 
information, which can then be utilised by the LA. 
Comments: 
Ecological Indicators derived from the EIA. 
An EIA has been carried out on the site assessing the impacts of the proposed development 
and proposing were relevant mitigation measures. 
Where post monitoring of ecological mitigation measures has been deemed necessary the 
results will be included in this report. 
Comments: 
ask f or Stakeholders: 
ease propose a long term relevant indicator should you think is necessary. 
........................................ 11 ............................................................. .......... ........................ 11.1 .......... 1 . 11 
I ............................ ................ I .............................................................. .......................... I ................ 
378 
3.7. Sustainability Objective 7 
Improved accessibility ( traffic management & transport links) 
LDF relevant ENI : means of travel by modal split 
indicators SP9: % of properties within 600m walk of a bus stop on a frequent bus route 
EG4 Travel to work out commuting 
Baseline Indicator Baseline Data Frequency 
Indicator Source 
Information EM : means of Car - 61.6%, ONS/Census C-ensus 
travel by modal split Bus - 7.2%, 2001 
Walk - 8.2%, 
Work at home - 8.0%, 
Cycle - 1.3% Other - 13.7% 
SP9: % of properties 82,557 (99-56%) properties LA MBC Every 2 
within 600m walk of (2004) are within 600m walk of a years 
a bus stop on a bus stop (frequency not known 
frequent bus route and needs to be determined). 
EG4 Travel to work / 39,421 LA residents, 48.4% of Census Every 10 
out commuting those employed aged 16-74 work 1991/2001 years 
outside the Borough (2001). 
The above indicators from the LDF scoping report were considered in terms of their 
applicability for long term monitoring of the accessibility of the proposed development. 
A traffic impact study for the development has also been carried out and any monitoring 
requirements proposed as part of that should be incorporated in this monitoring report. 
It was considered that Indicators EN1 and EG4 were monitored to scarcely as well as at a too 
large a scale and therefore it was considered to undertake a survey post development to 
establish the above indicators. 
As for indicator SP9, it was established that this is not a long term indicator but rather a 
sustainability criteria which can be determined through the planning application and which is 
covered by the SEEDA criteria described in Section 4.7. 
ivel by modal split., 
Monitoring Task: door to door surveys 
Data collection sample: XX development. 
Data Collection Timing: Post Development completion. 
Additional information collected: School survey of how children travel to and from school. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: increase in % of XX residents travelling by car in relation to ONS/ Census 2001 levels. 
Yoflow: No change 
Green: decrease in % of residents travelling by car 
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Indic6t6ý', 'Riview OAý- -N 0 rn Cm en 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost effective 
Do you have any other comments? 
I 'it6 ch6riicterist! 6ikevie'w""''I"' ndiC DA, 1 'W,,, ý -entýý 'Comým 
Is the monitorhly task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the data collection 
timinq is appropriate? 
Do you think the somple 
representative 
Do you agree with the stated 
benchmarksP 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Indicator: EG4 travel to workl out commuting. 
Monitoring Task: door to door surveys 
Data collection sample: XX development 
Data Collection Timing: Post Development completion. 
Benchmark using traffic light method : 
Red: increase 1% of XX residents out-commuting to work In relation 
to borough standard. 
Yellow: No difference 
Green: decrease in % of XX residents out-commuting to work In 
relation to borouah standard 
Inclicator'kevie'W-Cýitirfa , `1 , bkýý N t COMMen 
Does this indicator appropriately 
inform the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Is this indicator useful? ie provides 
information which can be used in 
decision making. 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Is it cost effective 
Do you have any other comments? 
L 
I : i'diý6tor"Charý66ter'isticsý'Riýfi%4ýý n i N, 1' ýA "C omme 
Is the monitoring task specified 
relevant and appropriate for 
obtaining representative information 
on the stated indicator? 
Do you think the data collection 
timing is appropriate? 
Do you think the sample is 
representative 
Do you agree with the stated 
benchmarkv 
Do you agree with the additional 
information collected or do you think 
there should be more? 
Do you have any other comments? 
381 
3.8. Sustainability Objective 8 
Ensure safety with regard to contamination 
LDF relevant 
indicators 
EN9 : Number of sites for which sufficient detailed information Is available to decide whether 
remediation of the land Is necessary, as a% of all 'sites of potenfial concern' 
Baseline Indicator Baseline Data Source Frequency 
Indicator EN9 : Number of sites for New BVP1 - no LA Not known 
Information which sufficient detailed baseline data 
information Is available to currently available. 
decide whether remediation Mechanisms for 
of the land is necessary, as delivering relevant 
a% of all 'sites of potential information are being 
1 concern' I developed I 
It was identified in the RAF Phase 5 and following consultation with the LA environmental 
Health than this indicator is not appropriate for the long term monitoring of safety with regard to 
contamination, and that site specific measurements should be obtained. 
However it was also established that any contamination monitoring scheme requires expert 
knowledge and that the required data would have to be determined by the LA environmental 
health department in conjunction with the developers contamination experts should they be 
deemed necessary following the site investigation and remediation strategy. 
Comments 
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3.9 Summary Table of long term sustainability indicators and 
monitoring required. 
In the table below are summarised the indicators and data which is to be collected by the 
developer. The timings for data collection and reporting are pre-development, during 
construction and post development. This enables the combination of different indicator data 
collection minimising the number of surveys required to 3. 
Additional data will be required from the LA and education body as well as the environment 
agency, which is collected regardless mainly on an annual basis and which can be aggregated 
and reported together with the other indicators during the above 3 set periods. 
The above approach minimises data collection and helps develop a holistic picture of the long 
term sustainability of the development. 
Sustainability Indicator Monitoring task Data Collection Timing (1) pre. 
objective Sample development (2) 
construction (3) post 
development 
1 % of residents who feel their 3 door to door Neighbourhoods 1,2 &3 
neighbourhood has got worse in the surveys surrounding site 
last two years. including development 
once complete 
2 8) % of XX residents and 3 door to door Neighbourhoods 1.2 &3 
neighbouring residents surveyed surveys surrounding site 
who feel ' fairly safe' or 'very safe' including development 
after dark whilst outside in their once complete 
neighbourhood or the XX site. 
b) % of XX residents and 
neighbouring residents surveyed 
who feel ' fairly safe' or 'very safe' 
during the day whilst outside in their 
neighbourhood or the XX site. 
3 % of pupils in new school achieving New School to Students attending 3 post school 
5+ GCSEs (A-C) at new school provide annually new school. completion. 
figures of (Annually) 
students 
achieving 5+ 
GCSEs (A*-C). 
3 Destination of school leavers (%) eg School to identify Students graduating 3 post school 
full time education, employment, the destination of from new school completion. (Annually) 
government supported training. school leavers 
from new school 
3 % Working age qualified to NVQ2+ Nomis (Labour XX area Annually collected -to 
Force Survey). be reported In 3 
phases 
4 Proportion of jobs per working age Obtain annual XX area Annually collected to 
resident (jobs density). Nomis survey be reported In 3 
results phases 
4 Town/district centre Vacancy rates Obtain LA MBC XX area Collected every 
vacancy rate years but to be 
results reported In 3 phases 
4 The number and type of jobs Survey Industrial units -- 3 
created by the employment units 
Number/ % of dwellings on large Review Development plans 1 
housing schemes ( above 25 units) application 
that are provided under affordable 
housin lannin olic 
Contextual jr=t 
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I, ý ol 
size and characteristics, total development 
households and average size as 
well as work location of residents. 
6 Water quality of monitoring station Obtain EA jata EA water quality 12&3 
immediately below development for specific water monitoring station 
quality station 
6 EIA to provide information on habitat EIA data Development iite 
change 
6 EIA to provide information on habitat EIA data Development site 1 
loss. 
means of travel by modal split. door to door Development 3 
survey 
7 travel to work/ out commuting door to door Development 3 
survey 
8 To be determined by Environmental ? ? ? 
health Dept in Consultation with 
Contamination consultant 
Data Collection Requirements: 
03 door to door surveys. 
LI Compilation of existing LA, EA and Government data, 
Task for Stakeholders; Answer the following questions. 
[)o you agree that the data collection requirements are relevant and reasonable? 
Are all the above indicators necessary? 
Choose the most relevant indicator for each sustainability objective. (please circlf, 
preferred indicator on table above) 
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4. Proposed SEEDA checklist criteria for the 
assessment of the XX proposal. 
In each Subsection below the different SEEDA checklist sustainability criteria from relevant to 
each sustainability objective determined in the Phase 4 RAF workshop (Appendix 2) are 
presented. The original SEEDA checklist criteria are presented and are followed by the new 
SEEDA checklist criteria accompanied by their relevant benchmarks. 
ask for Stakeholders: 
Review the sustainability criteria presented by answering the questions 
presented in the task boxes below each criterion. DA :: Uisagree, N:: Neutral, 
A= Agree 
Consider whether all criteria are relevant and required. 
4.1 Sustainability Objective 1: Development assessment 
criteria. 
improved image and integration of the area in terms of architecture, design, and social 
aspects as well as the combination of all. 
4.1.1. Initial SEEDA Checklist Criteria: 
SEEDA 2.7.3 Form of the Development: 
Sustainability a) is the grain of the development appropriate for the needs and in context with 
Checklist the surroundings? 
Criteria b) does the layout of the connecting roads, pavements and spaces achieve a 
balance between good access into and through the development and the 
provision of interesting and useful spaces? 
c) Is the proposed scale of the development appropriate in terms of height and 
massing of the buildings? 
d)has the development been designed to be legible? Visual landmarks help the 
user to orientate themselves within the development. 
Has the development been designed to encourage vitality? 
Buildings with active frontages to roads, paths and open spaces add interest to 
the street scene and create a sense of ownership and security. The developer 
must address the following: 
La Clearly visible front doors 
La Habitable rooms, particularly at ground level, visible form the street. 
Ll Elevations with projections such as bays and porches 
U Corner plots to emphasise and punctuate a change in direction. 
9.7.3 Social Equity & Poverty 
a) has the development been designed to enhance the interaction between 
people? 
b) in the plan for development, is provision being made for facilitating 
community networks? 
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It was decided that all points in 2.7.3 form of the development, apart from d could be assessed 
in the outline stage. The corresponding criteria and benchmarks based on the new SEEDA 
checklist are described below. 
4.1.2 Sustainability Criteria for the Assessment of the Outline Application of the XX. 
Objective To develop a new place that responds to local development patterns, and provides a frarnework for 
development appropriate to the surroundings. 
Question 
3.5. (1) 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Has the surrounding area been reviewed to determine the appropriate block and plot sizes for the 
development, with deviation from the surrounding patterns fully justified? 
Minimum: Review of surrounding area carried out 
1 1-1 
Good Practice: Findings from review inco t rpora ed. 
Best Practice: Good Practice plus justification for deviance from surrounding area 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning Oetailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Objective To achieve both visual and physical links within the development and to integrate the devolopmoril into 
the surrounding area. 
Question 
3.5. (4) 
Does the proposed street network provide good access into and through the site at varying scales? 
1) Links made the to street system of the areas immediately surrounding the development 
2) Main routes within the site should connect as directly as possible to main routes in the wider area 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Minimum: Road network only considers internal links 
Good Practice: Yes to 1) 
Best Practicei Yes to 1) and 2) 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria OA NA 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these outline planning 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
Comments 
Detailed cipplication 
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Objective To achieve visual and physical connectivity that makes it easy to find the development and to navigate 
around. 
Question Are there physical and visual links between the development and the sufroundilig ar(!; ], 3.5. (3) 1) Are new routes into the site continuations of existing access points from the surrounding areV 
2) How direct are sight lines of existing neighbourhood streets continued through the silo? 
Targets/ Minimum: Yes to 1) Benchmark 
Good Practice: Yes to 1), and sight line depth of one block, 
Best Practice: Yes to 1) and 2), and sight line depth greater than one block 
Justification 
Indicator Peview Criteria DA NA 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
Comments 
Detailed application 
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Objective I To deliver a development at an appropriate scale for all users 
Question Has the surrounding area been reviewed to determine thp. appropriale scale for the dov,, lopmonj if] 3.5. (2) 
1 
terms of height and massing? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Minimum: Review of surrounding scale 
Good Practice: Findings from review incorporated. 
Best Practice: Appropriate scale and massing proposed within recommended 
height: width ratios of the Urban Design Compendium justifying 
deviance from surrounding scale 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A, 
--comments Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
-I During which phase should these outline planning Detailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments'? 
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Objective To avoid detrimental effects upon the surrounding community and highlight issues thal fhe 
I 
development must address. 
Question 2.1 Has a social impact assessment been carried out to examine the impact of the development on the 
existing community? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Minimum: 
No set minimum standard 
Justification 
Good Practice: 
I Yes 
Yes, with supplementary evidence showing how results were taken Best Practice: into account. 
Indicator Review Criteria bA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
boes this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning 0etailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appr priate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Objective To ensure that community facilities are maintained and community hiis mmse of ownership. 
Question 2.6 
Targets/ 
Does the development have provision for community management of facilitiw;, open space, 
grey water schemes etc 
SUDS, 
Benchmark Minimum: No 171 
Good Practice: Yes actively marketed to potential occupiers / owners F1 
Best Practice Yes as good practice plus support sources identified to help in 
initial stages (local authority, community group, charity etc) 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA NA 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
[)a you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
Comments 
Detailed application 
J() I 
Objective To promote community involvement in the design of the duvfdopnif. -nt to lhý, ir Iox, III(I 
knowledge are taken into account to improve the quality and acceptability of the developmeril. 
Has the community been actively involved in the development proposal. 
Question 2.2 A: Has a stakeholder analysis been carried out (listing the types of groups it is proposed to involve 
and how each will be identified/approached/communicated with) 
B: Has consultation been carried out with the community as to the needs and aspirations of their 
Targets/ locality at the conception stage 
Benchmark C: Has a communication campaign providing information to the community about the impact and implications of the proposed development been carried out at an early stage 
D: Has information been provided for the community informing them about how they can got involvf ýI i 
and influence the development? 
E: Are there opportunities for the community to have continued involvement in the developmorli 0 1ho 
project? 
Standard LA consultation 
Minimum: 
Good Practice: 3 items from the list 
Best Practice: 
Entire list plus documentary evidence showing how issues and 
views were taken into account 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning Detailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
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4.1.3. Sustainability Criteria to Assess the detailed application of the XX. 
Objective To create a place with a clear identity that is easy to understand and navIgale 
Has the development been designed tobeeasyforusers loundersiand 
Question and does it promote a neighbourhood identity? 
3.5. (6) 1) Have entrances to the development and its different areas been designed as galewayr"ý 
2) Have landmarks, including memorable buildings, been used to help users orientate 
3) Have clear views and deflected views of landmarks been created? 
Targets/ 4) Have corner buildings been heightened or building line altered to act as landmarks? 
Benchmark 5) Have nodes been emphasised through surface treatment? 
Minimum: 
Good Practice: <3 points addressed 
Best Practice: 
Yes to 3 questions 
Yes to all questions 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality - 
I 
During which phase should these Outline planning Detailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) I 
Do you have any other comments? 
3 1) 3 
Objective To ensure that building frontages encourage pedestrian usage of streets contributing to vitalA 
Question Have 'Active Frontage Guidelines' of the English Partnerships Urban Design Compendium been met in 
3.5. (7) order to promote vitality? Note active frontages means encouraging pedestrian entrances and exits 
onto streets, which are frequently used 
Targets/ Minimum: < Good Practice 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: 100% achieves at least Grade C frontage, 25% Grade A 
Best Practice: 100% achieves at least Grade C frontage, 50% Grade A 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
Do you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning Detailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
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4.2 Sustainability Objective 2 development assessment 
criteria. 
4.2.1. Initial SEEDA sustainability Checklist Criteria 
SEEDA 9.7.2 Measures taken to reduce the opportunity for crime 
Sustainability a) what percentage of housing has been designed to 'secure by design' 
Checklist standards? 
Criteria b) Does the layout and form of the new buildings create well designed streets 
and places that are well connected and over looked? 
C) What percentage of parking spaces and walkways have been designed to 
be overlooked by housing or offices wherever possible? 
d) What percentage of bus shelters are within 20m of public telephones? 
What percentage of public places have security liqhtinq and 
-- 
cameras? 
-Ftwas not decided whether the secure by design standards should be assessed in the outline 
or detailed planning application phase, yet it was recognised that it should be considered in 
both and therefore no distinction is made between the two phases. Criteria d was not 
considered relevant and aspects d and c are covered in the above section. 
4.2.2. New Relevant SEEDA criteria and benchmarks 
Objective To ensure that building frontages encourage pedestrian usage of streets contributing to vitality. 
Question 3-(9) 
What % of buildings has been designed to 'Secure By Pesign' or equivalent standards? 
Minimum: 
Targets/ rnol. 
F-I 
Good Practice: 
Benchmark 
60-80% F1 Best Practice: 
> 80% 
E 
Indicator Review Criteria DA NI A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
[)a you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of planning 
the development (circle appropriate application 
answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
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4.3 Sustainability Objective 3 development assessment 
criteria. 
improved education in terms of academic achievement and Infrastructure and design. 
The SEEDA sustainability does not make reference specifically to schools especially with 
regard to academic achievement. However, there are standards for school environmental 
performance and design namely the BREEAM School Standard which should be met. 
See : http: //www. breeam. orqlschools. html not included in this report. 
This is an assessment tool in itself and incorporates a number of criteria. 
Comments: ............................................................................................................... 
.............................................................................................................................. 
.............................................................................................................................. 
.............................................................................................................................. 
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4.4 Sustainability Objective 4 development assessment 
criteria. 
Improved local economy, in particular with regard to small businesses and the creation 
of quality employment opportunities. 
4.4.1. Initial BEEDA sustainabilitY CheCkliSt criteria 
SEEDA Business 
Sustainability 10.7.1 Enhanced Business Opportunities 
Does the development Include a range of business premises to encourage both start up and Checklist expanding business? Criteria Does the development provide for expansion in Identified growth sectors? 
a) Does the proposed development meet the general requirements of the economic strategy? 
b) How high Is the ability of the development to attract Inward Investment? 
c) will the development Increase the business base In the area? 
d) will the development help to maintain property values In and close to the development? 
e) will the development result in Increased viability of existing businesses and public transport? 
10.7.2 Employment & training 
a) what is the ability of the development to create permanent jobs? 
b) Are there any proposals to train local unemployed as part of development process? 
c) will any new jobs created protect/ manage the environment? - 
Although these criteria were considered relevant, it was also agreed that benchmarks should 
be in place to assess performance. The new SEEDA checklist criteria although not expressed 
in the same wording cover the same issues and have benchmarks. It has not been determined 
which benchmarks are relevant for the outline and which ior the detailed planning phase. 
4.4.2. New Relevant SEEDA criteria and benchmarks 
Objective e To ensure that the development contributes to the sustainable economic vitality of the local area and 
region. 
Question Does the new business space increasel maintain the viability of existing businesses? 
Targets/ Minimum: No minimum standard set. 
Benchmark 
Good Practice-. 
Committed anchor tenant with complementary business to those 
Pyictinn in fha aran ict idpnfifiad 
Best Practice: Eýonomic study shows that the facility will meet the needs of 
existing businesses in the area 
Justification 
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Indicator Review Criteria DA N AJ Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability _ 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately 
assess the sustainability objective 
stated? 
[)a you consider the criterions 
stated benchmark is appropriate 
regarding the proposed development 
and locality 
During which phase should these Outline planning Detailed application 
criteria be used to assess the application 
sustainability of the development 
(circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
Objective To promote new and start-up businesses. 
Question 
7.1.2 
Are incubator units being built with close geographic links to other businesses/academia in the sector? 
Targets/ Minimum Not addressed F-I Benchmark 
Good Practice: Yes 
Best Practice: With advice from sector experts 
Justification 
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Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability _ 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed developmen and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Oo you have any other comments? 
Objective J CtIv 
l 
To promote business growth within regionally prioritised sectors. 
Q qu n uestio 
7.1.3 
Is the development designed to suit the needs of prioritised business sectors as idenlified in the Rf-s'ý 
Targets/ Minimum: No set minimum standard 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: One Sector 
Best Practice: More than one sector. 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria 
- 
DA N A Comments 
,t relevant to the sustaincibility 
Ts 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Objective To attract inward investment from businesses and organisations from outside the inimediate area to 
increase economic well being 
Question 
7.1.4 
Is the development designed to attract inward investment? 
Targets/ Minimum: No set minimum standard 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: Demonstrated unmet demand 
Best Practice: Identified occupiers 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline betailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) I application I 
Do you have any other comments? 
objective To improve the connectivity and communication between different businesses to enh-ancevia! b! ifity 
Question 7.2 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Is new business space being developed close to current business centres? 
Minimum: 
Good Practice. 
None Done 
B t Practice: 
On identified transport corridor 
es 
Within or adjacent to existing or allocated business centres 
justification 
Indicator Review Criteria 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria 
be used to assess the sustainability of the 
development (circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
DA I N'l AI Comments 
Outline betailed application 
planning 
application 
Objective To create additional permanent jobs within the local area. 
Question What is the potential for the development to create additional permanent jobs either through new 
7.3.1 business or for maintenance of the development? 
Minimum: 
Targets/ None 
Benchmark 
Good Practice. F; ýý 
in jobs in area 
D 
Best Practice: 
Increase in jobs and local skills base 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle. approp! ýiate answer) 
._ 
application 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Objective I To ensure that the development contributes to regeneration initiatives. 
Question 2.6 If the development is part of a publicly funded regeneration scheme, will the contractors onyago lociii 
I 
labour? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Minimum. No 
Good Practice: Yes, temporary engagement of local labour or subcontractors 
Best Practice: Yes, permanent engagement of local labour or subcontractors 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
[)a you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
riate answer) I application I 
Do you have any other comments? 
Objective To provide space for all business types, both start up or expanding, to maintain a diverse and flexioe 
I 
business sector within the area, and provide for faciliti6s for future growth. 
Question 7.4 Does the development include a range of size of business premises to encourage both start up and 
expanding business? 
Targets/ Minimum: 
Benchmark No 
Good Practice: Yes provided 
Best Practice: 
justification 
1102 
Indicator Review Criteria DA Ný A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline. Detailed applica-tio-n---- 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
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4.5. Sustainability Objective 5 assessment criteria. 
Improved mix between housing and businesses as well as types of housing. The need to 
create a new housing balance -a property ladder, enabling people to stay in the area. 
4.5.1 InRial SEEDA checklist c ri te ria 
SEEDA 2.7.6. Mix of use 
Susta! rabýý! ý -e-cle-age -, ' affordable home provided meet the requirements of 
the oeveiopment plan and housing need surveys? Checklist 
Criteria f) Does the development contnbute to the diverse mix of housing for the area in 
terms of type. size. tenure and affordability ( BSDG) is the grain of the 
development approonate for the needs and in context with the surroundings? 
The inital review of these cntena in Phase 5 of the RAF it was agreed that these criteria were 
fairly vague and req'i-ed a IeFned bercý-a, k, therefore the following new SEEDA checklist 
indicators are proposed ýe cA 
4.5.2. New Relevant SEEDA criteria and benchmarks 
Ot, ecttve -'x ýe'p, - !, e s J, n g demographic trends 
OU&SbDn Has a staler*n! : ýw ptepated ex; ýaining hoA ! ne oeveiopment contributes to the required mix of 
3.8. (4) housM for Itte area. in terns of type, stze. tenve and reflecting the needs of the current and 
prospecWe wrnrwnty dwrographics? 
Twg&W 
Bwý 
I 
Milrium 
One wue addessed 
Good Pracbm 
Two tssues addressed 
Best Practce 
M rssues addessed 
Jushfication 
indicator Review Criteria bA N' AI Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustafnability 
objective stated) 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Objective To provide residential units that can satisfy the housing needs of the occupant at all stages of their life 
Question 
2.5. (2) 
What percentage of homes are designed to Lifetime Homes standard? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Minimum: <75% 
Good Practice: 
75% 
Best Practice: 75-100% 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria 
be used to assess the sustainability of the 
development (circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
OA NA Comments 
Outline Detailed application 
planning 
application 
-Ws 
4.6. Sustainability Objective 6 development assessment 
criteria. 
Improve blodiversity in terms if habitat creation and water management. 
4.6.1 Initial SEEDA checklist criteria 
SEEDA 8. Ecology 
Sustainability 8.7.1. Conservation 
a) has a baseline survey of species, habitats and significant natural features been carried out? Checklist b) what percentage of all natural habitats have been protected? 
C(iteda c) has the local biodiversity action plan been consulted? 
1.7.2 enhancement of existing ecological value 
a)has there been an increase In the natural habitats either by area or Increased ecological 
value? 
b)Have any additional ecological features like woodland or wetland been created? 
c)Has a new wildlife corridor been added? 
1.7.3 planting 
a) has expert advice ( eg irom a qualified landscape architecY ecologist) been Included In 
designing the development? 
b) will the development significantly Increase the number of trees In the area ( after deducting 
any destroyed by the development? ) 
c) has a mixture of locally occurring native deciduous and evergreen trees and shrubs been 
These initial SEEDA checklist criteria were considered relevant although limited in terms of the 
water quality and management aspects. Therefore, the new SEEDA checklist criteria are 
proposed which address water management and incorporate benchmarks. 
4.6.2. Water Management and Quality SEEDA criteria: 
Objective To reduce the overall consumption of dean water for non-potable uses. 
Question What % of total dwellings Incorporate grey water recycling systems? 
1.6.1 
Targets/ Minimum: <25% El Benchmark 
Good Practice: 25-50%. 
1ý 
Best Practice: F1 
-1-0% 
0 
Justification 
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NIAI Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustaincibility objective stated? 
Oo you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
r)et(iilc. d applicotion 
Objective To reduce the risk of flooding on proposed development sites and adjacent areas of land 
Is the development designed to reduce the contribution it may make to flash flooding? 
Question 1,11 A: SUDS system incorporating swales, reed beds, detention ponds and infiltration basins 
B: Use of permeable surfaces in car parks, amenity areas, pavements, cycle routes, bridlew, lys 
C: Use of Green roofs to slow run-off 
Targets/ D: Ponds and Wetlands 
Benchmark 
Minimum: 
Good Practice: 2 from the list 
Best Practice: 3 or more from the list 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
t relevant t0 the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
J)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
C)uring which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
I)o you have any other comments? 
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Objective To ensure water contamination occurring off site does not affect occupiers through the use of design 
I 
measures.. 
Question 
6.3.3 
Are there any sources of water contamination in or close to the site, and how have these bown 
mitigated? 
Targets/ 
k 
Minimum: Not addressed 
Benchmar 
Good Practice: Study carried out and some recommendations acted upon 
Best Practice: Study carried out and no sources of contamination or all 
recommendations acted upon 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria OA 
_N 
A Comment s 
Is it relevant to the sustaincibility 
_ _ ___ 
objective stated? 
[)oes this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
[)a you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality_ 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
I)o you have any other comments? 
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4.6.3. Ecology SEEDA checklist Sustainability criteria. 
Objective To determine the ecological value of the habitats in and around the sito in ofdm to ni. willin Irl(j I 
enhance biodiversity and protect existing natural habitats. 
Question Has an ecological survey been carried out, by a qualified ecologist, to examine habitals in arid armind 
5.1.1 
1 
the site and migration routes across the site? 
Targets/ Minimum: No set minimum standard F- Benchmark 
Good Practice: 
I Survey and mitigations/ harm avoidance strategy 
Best Practice: As good practice with strategy for enhancpm(Int,; 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N AI Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application I 
Do you have any other comments? 
Objective 
I To maintain and enhance biodiversity and any identified habitats 
Question What percentage of important or sensitive habitats (identified in ecological -, wvoy) mi t)e 
3.5. (7) 
1 
(No points if any BAP/protected habitats damaged) 
Targets/ Minimumi 
F 
<60% 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: 
1 
60-90% 
Best Practice: >90%lno important or sensitive habitats identified 
justification 
Indicator Review Criteria 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria 
be used to assess the sustainability of the 
development (circle appropriate onswer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
DA NA Comments 
Outline 
planning 
application 
Detailed appliccition 
Objective I To improve and strengthen the ecological ValUe of lhe site and exi-t1of, 
Question Will there be an increase in the valued habitats either by area or increased ecological value 
5.2. (1) 
1 
by an ecologist)? 
Targets/ Minimum: No set minimum standard 
Benchmark 
Good Practice. Yes in one habitat 
Best Practice: Yes in more than onp habitaVfio valued lmhiý, ilý dowifio, i 
Justification 
Indicator Peview Criteria DA N Comments 
-is it relevant to the sustaincibility 
objective stated? 
J)oes this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
I)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
t)o you have any other comments? 
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Objective To improve the ecological value of the site and PFOVICJ(ý additiorml 
Question Will any appropriate new ecological features be created on Ihe, site (Ioc, fl BA P,. ind IIA P-; I v, ij H 
5.2. (2) used to identify appropriate features) 
Targets/ Minimum: No set minimum standard 
Ll 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: One additional feature 
Ll 
Best Practice: More than one additional features 
Ll- 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
I's it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
[)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) I application 
Do you have any other comments? 
Objective To improve the ecological value of the site and support the viability of spvcwý by 1-fikinq 
Qu stion 
and habitats. 
Question Will any new wildlife corridors be created to link habitats within the site or link to habitats outside the 
J 
3.5. (7) development? 
Targets/ Minimum: 
Intprnal tn OP. nnlv 
El 
Benchmark 
Good Practice, 
Link to 2 habitats 
Link to more than 2 habitals 
Best Practice. 
justification 
I 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) qp_plication 
Do you have any other comments? 
Curnments 
Detailed application 
Objective I To ensure that the trees and shrubs that are specified contribute to the ý( ji _li it, ýýf iý, ý !, 
Question 
5.3. (l) 
Has a mixture of locally occurring native deciduous and vverfjrfýori Irew, w, i 
Targets/ Minimum. F Rý Benchmark 
Good Practice: 
ý1-10% 
native 
Best Practice: >90% native and as specified in LBAP or HAP 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N_ A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustaincibility 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
[)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
L I 
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4.7. Sustainability Objective 7 development assessment 
criteria. 
improved accessibility ( traffic management & transport links) 
4.7.1 Initial SEEDA Sustainability checklist criteria. 
There are a number of criteria relating to the transport aspects of sustainability. Originally 
section 7 of the SEEDA checklist, these have now been replaced by similar new SEEDA 
criteria which include benchmarks and which are detailed below, 
4.7.2 New SEEDA Checklist criteria and benchmarks. 
Objective I To encourage and enable the use uf public tf, iw, pot 
Question Is the development within an existing pubhc li, irvporl ( wridw',, 4.1. (1) 
1 
Targets/ Minimum: 
Benchmark 
I Yes - spare capacity unknown or required 
LJ 
Good Practice: Yes, sufficient capacity to accommodate users of development can 
I 
be brouqht on-stream durino the build Drocess 
Best Practiceý Yes, excess capacity already exists which can accommodate 
users of the develoi)ment 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria I DA INIAI Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Detailed application 
I)o you have any other comments? 
Objective To manage the impact of traffic generated by the development wpon the ew, lino fraw, liml 
I 
infrastructure and the community. 
Question Has a Traffic Assessment been carried out,? 4.1. (2) 
Targets/ Minimum: Impacts acceptable given benefits of development Benchmark 
IE 
n1o de Good Practice: Mitigation possible for impacts and planned 
-i 
sign F1 
Best Practice: r] Minimal impacts - little mitigation required 
Justification 
DA 1N 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
I)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Comments 
___ 
Detailed application 
I)o you have any other comments? 
Objective I To promote the use of virtual communications as an alternative to transport where possible 
Question Has the developer installed infrastructure in hornes and commori ), il / fidw-lfi, fl !, ýri Jýn ; ý, Ah, 4.1. (3) allow the use of virtual communications as an alternative to lraw, port', ' 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Minimum: to allow self -in stallation 
Good Practice: 
Fibre Network throughout. 
Best Practice: No Best Practice identified 
Justification 
AI Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective StOted? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
C)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
Detailed application 
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Objective I To ensure the availability of frequent and convenient public transport links to train, tram or tube 
Question What is the furthest distance that an occupioi would 11,1ve to Iravel to eith(q ýi imilor fixod ; )ýjhhl 4 2. (1) transport node (train, tube, tram) or a regular link (every 10-15 mins) to major fixed public transport 
node? 
Targets/ [ -Local 
authority policy Benchmark Minimum: 
I 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria OA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
I)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
F)urinq which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) I application 
I)o you have any other comments? 
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Objective I To allow for easy access to public transport.. 
Question What is the furthest distance that an occupier would have to travel to bus stop (now or existing) 4.2. (2) providing a regular bus service from any point in the development? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark More than 400m 
L 1 
Minimum: 
- 
200-400m 
Good Practice: 
Best Practiceý 
17 
m or less 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA NA Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
t)o you have any other comments? 
1" 
Objective To encourage more frequent use of public transport during the entire year, by having waiting areas 
I 
which are considered safe and out of the weather. 
Question What provision has been made for a comfortabip/sale bus -, hfýllw or waitriq 4.2. (3) 
Targets/ 
hmark B 
FNo 
pro sion made 
ýo 
Drovis 
enc Minimum. 
Bus shelters provided 
Good Practice: 
Best Practice. Comfortable, lit waiting areas in key locations with access to information 
Justification 
DA IN 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
oo you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
Comments 
betailed application 
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Objective To reduce levels of car parking available as an incentive to uw public tran-, po(t wirl ntfmr ,f I 
mobility and communication. 
QtleOorl How do car parking standards compare with local au"imily 
4.3 (I 
Targets/ 
Meets LA standards Benchinafk Minimum 
I 
<LA Max with parking restraint measures (limited on-site spaces. limited 
Good Practice: 
I 
garage space, cycle parking space in dwellings and on-street). 
Best Practice. provision of alternate 
transport in addition to gc*d practice rovi 
Lmea 
sures 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
0o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate. answer) a"lication 
[)o you have any other comments? 
. 111) 
Objective To provided flexible space which can accommodate other uses outside the arem of peak parking 
I 
demand. 
Question What % of car parks have been designed to be for flexible use? (e g pla space Mdfýet s a wh 4.3. (2) . y , not being used for parking) 
p ce, en 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Minimum: <1 
0% F I 
- 10-20% 
Good Practice: 
Best Practice: >20% 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA N A Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
[)a you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) 
_ 
qplication 
[)a you have any other comments? 
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Objective To reduce the impact of heavy goods vehicles loa(jinq or, ptjl)l, ( highways 
Question Has provision been made for off road HGV/delivery vehicle loading space for retail, cornruw(ýial and 4.3. (3) 
1 
industrial units? 
Targets/ Minimum: 
Benchmark 
11 
<60% of units 
FI 
Good Practice: Yes for 60 - 80% of units requiring HGV servicing. 
Best Practice: Yes, for > 80% of cases 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria OA N A I Comments 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
I)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
[)uring which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appro )riate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
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Objective Promote walking around the site in order to enhance convenience, community interaction and reduce 
I 
the requirement for private car use.. 
Question Has a network of safe pedestrian routes around sitp and to Inral facililw, ý hoon 4.4. (1) 
1 
Targets/ Minimum: On site network of safe routes provided 
-- 
Benchmark 
III L-1 
Good Practiceý On site and surrounding pavement networks linked, and connected 
I 
to local facilities. 
Good practice plus pedestrian priority areas / no priority areas 
Best Practice. 
Drovided 
Justification 
Indicator Peview Criteria DA N 
is-, t relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustaincibility objective stated? 
[)a you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application_ 
______ __ Do you have any other comments? 
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Objective To promote cycling as a real alternative to the use of private cars for shorlof pu(my;, whil-, l rwiti, inq 
I 
the fear of crime. 
Question Is there a network of safe hike routes 10 Ioc; 11 f; l( 111til-, 11f., ir I(I owi '"wl, 4.4 (2) piverlientO 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Minirriutm I Routes provided on road side 
Good Practice: Key facilities served by cycle routes 
Best Practice: Site wide network with direct links to neighbouring routes 
Justification 
Indicator Peview Criteria 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
C)oes this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
C)o you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
[)uring which phase should these criteria 
be used to assess the sustainability of the 
development (circle appropriate answer) 
I)o you have any other comments? 
OA INIAI Comments 
Outline betailed application 
planning 
. 121 
Objective To promote cycling as a real alternative to the use of private cars for 0iorter puttity;. w1,, i,; t tt,, i 
I 
the fear of crime. 
Question What provision has been made for secure bicy( le 4.4. (3) 
1 
Targets/ [ 
In line-with local authority policy Benchmark Minimum: 
Studies carried out on likely facility requirements and conclusion 
Good Practice: imDlemented 
11 
As good practice, vvith ring fenced funds available for facility adjustment Best Practice. 
according to actual use once developmeni is completed. I F1 
Justification 
I DA 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
ob*ective state ? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
[)a you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
Comments 
Oetailed application 
. 12.1 
Objective To reduce any need or requirement to travel by car to essential facilities by having them within a 
I 
reasonable walking distance.. 
Question Which of the following are available within the stated distance of all dwellin(Is, localod (m i,,, 
4.5.1 
1 
pedestrian routes focused around public transport nodes? 
a) Shop selling food and fresh groceries (400m) 
Targets/ b) Post box (400m) 
Benchmark C) Primary School (1000m) 
D) Playground/ amenity area (1000m) 
E) Local meeting place/ community centre (1000m) 
F) Medical Centre (1000m) 
G) Chemist (1000m) 
H) Leisure facilities (1000m) 
1) Childcare facilities (nursery/ creche) (1 000m) 
J) Religious building / place of worship (1 000m) 
1) Contemplative features (water garden etc) (1000m) 
m) Cash point machine (1000m) 
n) Public House (1000m) 
Minimum: <9 
from the list 
Good Practice: 
Best Practice: 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria DA NA Comments 
relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
()a you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
development (circle appropriate answer) application 
Do you have any other comments? 
All items from the list 
'I., ý 
Objective To ensure vehicle speeds are appropriate to all road users 
Question Is there a traffic management plan in place which encourages the sale passage of vehicles 1hrough th., 4.6. (1) development, at an appropriate speed? Note this could include passive design measures (e. g Road 
narrowing, surface treatments etc) 
Targets/ Minimum: No traffic management plan Benchmark 
Ii 
F] 
Good Practice: Design strategies for major routes 
Best Practicei Design strategies for entire site 
Justification 
Indicator Review Criteria 
Is it relevant to the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria 
be used to assess the sustainability of the 
development (circle appropriate answer) 
Do you have any other comments? 
0A]N]A I Comments 
Outline Detailed application 
planning 
. 
9pplication 
Objective I To enable residents to use and enjoy space around homes whilst maintaining vehicular access 
Question 
4.5. (2) 
Does the develoPment have'Home zones'or equivalent ? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Minimum: <60% 
II LI 
Good Practice: 1 60 - 80% of residential/ mixed use area 
Justification 
Best Practice: 
tial/ mixed use area 
Indicator Review Criteria 1) A N mments 
Is it relevant t0 the sustainability 
objective stated? 
Does this criterion appropriately assess 
the sustainability objective stated? 
Do you consider the criterions stated 
benchmark is appropriate regarding the 
proposed development and locality 
During which phase should these criteria Outline Detailed application 
be used to assess the sustainability of the planning 
develo2ment (circle appropriate answer) application 
E)o you have any other comments? 
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4.8. Sustainability Objective 8: Development assessment 
criteria. 
Ensure safety with regard to contamination 
There are no specific SEEDA checklist criteria for this issue. However, a European research 
consortium RESCUE (Regeneration of European Sites in Cities and Urban Environments) has 
developed a sustainability checklist specifically for contamination aspects intended for use by 
developers and funders when assessing a funding application of a contaminated site and its 
remediation strategy. The following criteria are described below as relevant to Sustainability 
Objective 8 and are proposed for consideration and analysis by the contamination consultants 
and environmental health officer. 
Task for Stakeholders: Answer the following questions. 
Are all the criteria below necessary? 
Choose the most relevant criteria below to assess the sustainability objective of 
ensuring safety with regard to contamination whilst considering the specific site, 
(please circle preferred indicator on table below). 
For selected criteria from this list please indicate a benchmark of poor 
performance (red), neutral (yellow) and improved performance (green) 
Project Monitoring and evaluation Description of the monitoring system put 
in place, objectives , use of indicators, 
periodicity , timing and what action to be taken if problem is identified. 
Will the project maintain and improve local air Should the development be assessed against this criteria, 
quality; mitigation measures implemented 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
against dust generation and air pollution 
during the works? 
Has the project identified the risks and the Should the development be assessed against this criteria 
mitigation measures to be put in place to 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
reduce the human health and environment 
risks associated with exposure to hazardous 
substances? 
Has the noise pollution been considered Should the development be assessed against this criteria 
during the characterisation and clean up 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
phases and mitigation measures been 
implemented? 
Will the project put procedures in place to Should the. development be assessed against this criteria. 
ensure the monitoring and reporting of the 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
environmental parameters during the works 
physical, chemical, complaints from 
community) 
WI-1-It-he project put in place methods to avoid Should the development be assessed against this criteria 
the spread of the contamination during the 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
demolition process? 
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Will it promote re-use and recycling of waste Should the. development be assessed against this criteria: 
and reduce overall volume of waste produced Y/N If yes propose benchmarks. (waste hierarchy) 
Will it encourage waste management close to Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
source ( proximity principle) YIN If yes propose benchmarks. 
Will the project adopt a waste management Should the development be assessed against this criteria-' 
plan to optimise the recycling and reuse of 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
soils and debris taking into account the 
methodological guidance and strategy of the 
EC? 
Will the project waste management plan be in Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
compliance with the local / regional and 
YN 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
national plans? 
Will the project estimate the quantities of Should the development be assessed against this criteria: ' 
available materials for recycling and for reuse YN If yes propose benchmarks. 
after treatment and a material dismantling 
sequence plan? 
Will the project include on going remediation Should the'development be assessed ai-ains-t this criteria: 
performance verification in terms of cost, 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
efficiency and schedule in order to reduce 
corresponding (isks? 
Will the project include post validation Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
remediation performance verification in terms 
YIN 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
of cost, efficiency and schedule to measure 
the success of the remediation process? 
Will the project use a cost model in order to Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
reduce unexpected cost variations related to 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
the remediation? 
Will the project characterisation and Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
remediation phase costs and techniques be 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
integrated in an overall economic viability 
strategy? 
Have several use options being considered Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
and their costs calculated? 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks, 
Will the management of the project make Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
provision for the inclusion of all groups in 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
information and decision making during 
characterisation and clean up phases? 
Will the project raise awareness about Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
environmental problems if relevance on the 
YIN 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
site? 
Will the project put in place an appropriate site Should the . 
development be assessed against this criteria: 
specific risk communication to improve the 
YN 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
social acceptance of the project? 
Will the project prepare and implement an Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
emergency action plan? 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
Will the public have opportunities to express Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
comments to technical decisions and are the 
YIN 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
conflict resolution in the participation plan? 
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Will it maintain and improve surface water and Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
ground water quality? 
Y/N 
If yes prop6se benchmarks. 
Does the project description include a plan Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
demonstrating that after cleanup the site will Y/N If yes propose benchmarks. be reused in a manner that leads to 
environmental improvement through 
reductions in pollution and resource 
consumption? 
Will the project include a risk management Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
framework involving identification planning Y/N If yes propose benchmarks. 
and a minimisation plan? 
Will the project consider the key Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
environmental legislation related to the 
Y/N 
If yes propose benchmarks. industrial sites ( IPPC, EIA), treatment of 
contaminated land, energy efficiency, waste 
minimisation and pollution control (EMAS)? 
Has the project used decision support tools to Should the development be assessed against this criteria: 
assist in environmental decision making 
YIN 
If yes propose benchmarks. 
characterisation strategy, remediation 
techniques etc)? 
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4.9 Summary table of relevant sustainability criteria. 
Having review the new proposed sustainability criteria the stakeholders need to agree whether 
all are necessary and agree on a final list. Below are surnmarised the different criteria for each 
sustainability objective. 
Sustainability 
Objective 
Sustainability Criteria (please circle which criteria should be used for the XX 
development) 
Has the surrounding area been reviewed to determine the appropriate block and plot sizes for the 
development, with deviation from the surrounding patterns fiilly justified? 
Does the proposed street network provide good access into and through the site at varying scales? 
Are there physical and visual links between the development and the surrounding area; 
Has the surrounding area been reviewed to determine the appropriate scale for the development in 
terms of height and massing? 
Has a social impact assessment been carried out to examine the impact of the development on the 
existing community? 
Does the development have provision for community management of facilities, open space, SUDS, 
grey ater schemes etc 
Has the community been actively involved in the development proposal: 
Has the development been designed to be easy for users to understand and orientate themselves in, 
and does it promote a neighbourhood identity? 
Have 'Active Frontage Guidelines' of the English Partnerships Urban Design Compendium been met in 
order to promote vitality? Note active frontages means encouraging pedestrian entrances and exits 
onto streets, which are frequently used 
2 What % of buildings has been designed to 'Secure By Design' or equivalent standards? 
Minimum: 
3 Whole of BREEAM school assessment. 
4 Does the new business space increase/ maintain the viability of existing businesses? 
4 Are incubator units being built with close geographic links to other businesses/academia in the sector? 
- 4 Is the development designed to suit the needs of prioritised business sectors as identified in the REST 
4 To attract inward investment from businesses and organisations from outside the immediate area to 
increase economic well being 
4 Is new business space being developed close to current business centres? 
4 What is the potential for the development to create additional permanent jobs either through new 
business or for maintenance of the development? 
4 If the development is part of a publicly funded regeneration scheme, will the contractors engage local 
labour? 
4 Does the development include a range of size of business premises to encourage both start up and 
ex andin business? 
5 Has a statement been prepared explaining how the development contributes to the required mix of 
housing for the area, in terms of type, size, tenure and reflecting the needs of the current and 
prospective community demographics? 
5 What percentage of homes are designed to Lifetime Homes standard? 
6 What % of total dwellings incorporate grey water recycling systems? 
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6 Is the development designed to reduce the contribution it may make to flash flooding? 
6 Are there any sources of water contamination In or close to the site, and how have these been 
mitigated? 
6 Has an ecological survey been carried out, by a qualified ecologist, to examine habitats in and around 
the site and migration routes across the site? 
6 What percentage of important or sensitive habitats (identified In ecological survey) will be protected? 
(No points if any BAP/protected habitats damaged) 
6 Will there be an increase in the valued habitats either by area or Increased ecological value (as 
assessed by an ecologist)? 
6 Will any appropriate new ecological features be created on the site (local BAPs and HAPs should be 
used to Identify appropriate features) 
6 Will any new wildlife corridors be created to link habitats within the site or link to habitats outside the 
development? 
6 Has a mixture of locally occurring native deciduous and evergreen trees and shrubs been specified? 
7 Is the development within an existing public transport corridor? 
7 Has a Traffic Assessment been carded out,? 
7 To promote the use of virtual communications as an alternative to transport where possible. 
7 What Is the furthest distance that an occupier would have to travel to either a major fixed public 
transport node (train, tube, tram) or a regular link (every 10-15 mins) to major fixed public transport 
node? 
7 What is the furthest distance that an occupier would have to travel to bus stop (new or existing) 
providing a regular bus service from any point In the development? 
7 What provision has been made for a comfortable/safe bus shelter or waiting rooms? 
7 How do car parking standards compare with local authority requirements? 
7 What % of car parks have been designed to be for flexible use? (e. g. play space, market space, when 
not being used for parking) 
7 Has provision been made for off road HGV/delivery vehicle loading space for retail, commercial and 
Industrial units 
7 Has a network of safe pedestrian routes around site and to local facilities been provided? 
7 Is there a network of safe bike routes to local facilities near to and overlooked by, roads and pavements 
7 What provision has been made for secure bicycle storage at lo ilities and at transport nodes 
7 Which of the following are available within the stated distance of all dwellings, located on key 
pedestrian mutes focused around public transport nodes? 
7 Is there a traffic management plan in place which encourages the safe passage of vehicles through the 
development, at an appropriate speed? Note this could include passive design measures (e. g. Road 
narrowing, surface treatments etc) 
7 the development have 'Home zones' or equivalent ? 
8 See section 4.8 
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5. Conclusion. 
All the above indicators and criteria address the main sustainability priorities of the XX area as 
agreed upon in an inclusive and participative manner, taking into account the results of the 
community survey (Appendix 1) as well as the RAF Phase 4 workshop (Appendix 2). The 
objectives for which the proposed development is being assessed and monitored for, cover 
environmental, social as well as economic aspects thus adopting a holistic approach. It is 
therefore considered that following the assessment of the developments sustainability at both 
the outline and detail application phase based on recognised SEEDA criteria sustainability can 
be incorporated from the outset. Furthermore, the implementation of the long term sustainability 
monitoring strategy, can be considered best practice in the sustainability monitoring field as it 
will provide every opportunity to ensure the long term sustainability of the XX development. 
Finally, the results obtained from the monitoring strategy, will provide great insight and on the 
ground evidence of what works and what doesn't in terms of sustainability for developments 
which is a valuable source of knowledge which can be transferred to future developments. 
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Appendix 10. Report with results of phase 6 provided 
to participants. 
Results of 2ndworkshop Phase 6 of RAF: Selection of 
Sustainability assessment criteria and indicators for the 
XX Paper Mill development. 
October 21/10/2005 
To be used by development consultants to conduct sustainability assessment. 
Facilitator & Author : Kalliope Pediaditi 
Contact Details: 01483 686672 
Centre for Environmental Strategy, School of Engineering, 
University of Surrey, Guildford, GU27XH 
ka! li, iLýýdi, idifi hotma rom 
4; 4 
1. Introduction. 
In this report are presented the results of the Redevelopment Assessment Framework RAF 
Phase 6 second workshop. In this workshop participants, which included LA and The 
developer representatives, undertook three tasks. Firstly they selected a number of long term 
indicators and agreed on benchmarks which will be utilised to monitor the long term 
sustainability of the XX development (See section 2 for results). Secondly, they selected and 
agreed on sustainability assessment criteria and benchmarks, based on the new SEEDA 
sustainability development checklist, which will be used to assess the development proposals 
sustainability (see section 3 for results). The results of this assessment will be Included in the 
sustainability section of the Environmental Statement. In the final session of the workshop 
participants agreed on the use and financing of the sustainability monitoring the conclusions of 
which are summarised in section 4. 
The process followed to underl: ake the above tasks is summarised below. 
Phase 1: Team Building consisted of Identifying the relevant participants be Involved In the 
workshops of Phase 4&6. A checklist of potential relevant stakeholders was provided to LA 
and P& F Properties. Both parties were asked to identify 12 stakeholders considered 
appropriate to participate, based on representativeness, expertise and/or local knowledge. in 
total the following 15 participants were identified: 
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Phase 2: 'Getting the Facts Right'. In order to be able to make Informed decisions about the 
effects of the XX redevelopment, site and project specific Information was collated and 
circulated to stakeholders prior to workshops. 
Most importantly it was agreed both by LA and P& F Pr 
, 
operties that an understanding of the 
community's visions, concerns and priorities for the area should be established In order to 
facilitate the assessment and to identify criteria for monitoring which reflect these and, 
subsequently, to Inform a context specific approach. 
A 1200 address postal questionnaire survey of occupants of properties In the locality of the 
former XX site and XX Riverside School East and West Campuses was undertaken. An 10% 
response rate- typical of such surveys - has been analysed and presented In Appendix X. A 
similar survey of attendees at the Reinventing XX November Community Workshop was 
undertaken - 
The results of the surveys were considered at the RAF Phase 4 Workshop to assist In the 
Identification of sustainability assessment criteria and Indicators for long term monitoring. 
Phase 3: 'Preparing The "Ground"' The University of'Surrey - with the collaboration of LA 
and The developer - investigated the likely requirements for post-development monitoring 
based upon the environmental topic areas Identified at that stage through the 'scoping 
exercise' and also considered the existence of current monitoring programmes and the 
availability of existing data. LA Officers responsible for developing Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) Indicators and establishing a database of existing Information relevant to 
sustainability assessment and indicators for monitoring were contacted and questioned in 
respect of the potential to utilise existing SEA indicators to both assess the development and 
monitor the long term sustainability of the Former XX site and to Investigate other sources of 
information such as the Community Strategy. 
Phase 4: Setting Priorities. This phase of the RAF was undertaken in a half day 
Istakeholder workshop' which essentially consisted of deliberation and agreement on the 
sustainability priority objectives for the development. It should be emphasised that the Issues 
explored were not related to the principles or design of the development, but were concerned 
with the identification of means to evaluate and monitor the 'benefit' defined In terms of 
sustainability of the redevelopment. 
To achieve this aim the workshop consisted of three sessions with the following alms, 
437 
Session I- to require stakeholders to state perceived benefits, visions and concerns 
regarding the proposed development; 
Session 2- to prioritise a number of sustainability objectives based on government 
sustainability objectives (DETR, 1999); 
Session 3- to identify following consideration of the Community Survey results and a 
deliberative discussion of the outputs of the first and second sessions - eight priority 
sustainabilitY objectives. 
XX Development Priority Sustainability Objectives: 
Improved image and integration of the area in terms of architecture, design and social 
aspect as well as the combination of all. 
2. a safe environment for people to work and live in; 
3. improved education in terms of academic achievement and infrastructure and design; 
4. improved local economy, in particular with regard to small businesses and the creating 
of quality employment opportunities; 
5. improved mix between housing and businesses as well as types of housing. The need 
to create a new housing balance- a property ladder enabling people to stay in the area; 
6. improve biodiversity in terms of habitat creation and water management; 
7. improved accessibility (traffic management & transport links); & 
8, ensure safety with regard to contamination. 
Stakeholder agreement was given for these objectives to be utilised to create the basis from 
which to develop sustainability assessment criteria as well as indicators for monitoring the 
long term sustainability of the development. 
The third session also delivered, through facilitated discussion, stakeholder agreement with 
regard to the nature of the monitoring to be carried out. It was concluded that it would be 
appropriate to apply both quantitative and qualitative indicators to monitor the long term 
sustainability of the development. It was also agreed that where appropriate existing LA 
monitoring data should be utilised to avoid duplication of resources. A collaborative approach 
between the LA and The developer would be the best way forward with regard to the 
administration and resourcing of the monitoring framework - the approach most likely to be 
finalised as part of a wider Section 106 Agreement. 
Phase 5: Designing the Indicators. In this Phase LA Planning Policy and Development 
Control officers with knowledge of existing LA monitoring databases representative met with 
the facilitation of Surrey University - to identify a provisional list of relevant sustainability 
assessment criteria and indicators for monitoring the long term sustainability of the 
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development. The relevance and selection of criteria and Indicators was based on the agreed 
Priority Sustainability Objectives. 
The SEEDA Development Sustainability Checklist - one of the most established and 
government recognised assessment tools - was used as a basis for as the selection criteria 
whilst the LA draft SEA scoping report was used as a basis for the selection indicators for 
long term monitoring. Consideration of the SEEDA checklist Identified limitations In respect of 
the objectives for the former XX site Insofar as benchmarks are not provided. 
Limitations were similarly Identified in respect of the SEA criteria Insofar as some of the data 
was too general to be relevant to the specific effects of the development, necessitating site 
specific surveys. Nevertheless, reference to both sources enabled a number of criteria and 
Indicators to be identified which were subsequently presented to the wider stakeholder group 
for consideration prior to Phase 6. 
Phase 6: Putting It All Together. 
This is the process the results of which are presented in this report. A second half-day 
workshop with all stakeholders in attendance was undertaken to evaluate the provisional 
sustainability assessment criteria and indicators for monitoring long term sustainability. Due to 
the limitations identified in respect of the applicability of the SEEDA checklist criteria, consent 
was obtained from SEEDA to refer to revised criteria being drafted by SEEDA which 
incorporate benchmarks. Furthermore, Surrey University collated the comments on the 
monitoring indicators and proposed more site specific ones. All stakeholders were given the 
opportunity to review the results of Phase § to enable an Informed evaluation in the Phase 6 
workshop. Stakeholders were asked to make modifications where considered necessary as 
well as evaluate and select the final set collectively through a facilitated process. 
In the foregoing manner a consensus was arrived ai In a transparent process over the 
number and nature of the final indicators. Having finalised the criteria to be utilised to assess 
the sustainability of the development and the Indicators - to monitor the long term 
sustainability - as well as the targets which would signify a sustainable or unsustainable 
condition for each individual indicator relevant to local conditions - the administration and 
logistical aspects of the monitoring of the long term sustainability of the development were 
agreed upon. 
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2. Indicators selected to monitor the long term 
sustainability of the XX development. 
In this section are presented the indicators accompanied by their benchmarks as developed 
and agreed upon by the workshop participants. The different selected indicators are presented 
according to sustainability objectives. 
Sustainability Objective 1: Improved Image of the area In terms of 
architecture, design and social aspects as well as the combination of all. 
Indicator: % of residents who feel their nehghbourhood has got worse in the last two vears. 
Monitoring Task: 3 door to door surveys. 
Data collection sample: Neighbourhoods surrounding XX development. 
Data Collection Timing : Prior development commencement, during construction & post 
completion. 
Additional Information collected: Why they feel it has got worse? 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: increase In % of residents considering the 
neighbourhood has got worse. 
Yellow: No change 
Green: decrease In % of residents considering the 
neighbourhood has got worse. 
Baseline to be used for comparison: 
LDF relevant 
indicators 
SP8, % of residents surveyed who consider their neighbourhood has got 
worse within the last 2 years. 
Baseline Indicator Baseline Data Source Frequency 
Indicator % of residents 26%(2004) LA Community Every 3- 
information surveyed who consider Cohesion Years 
their neighbourhood Survey (2004 
has got worse within 
the last 2 years. 
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Sustainability Objective 2: To provide a safe environment for people to 
work and live in. 
Indicators: a) % of XX residents and nehqhbourinq residents surveved who feel ' falr1v safe' 
or Iverv safeafter dark whilst outside in their n6qhbourhood or the XX site, 
b) % of XX residents and nehghbouring residents surveved who feel 'falrlv safe'or Ivery safe' 
durinq the dav whilst outside in their n0qhbourhood or the XX site. 
Monitoring Task: 3 door to door surveys. 
Data collection sample: Neighbourhoods surrounding XX development. 
Data Collection Timing : Prior development commencement, during construction & post 
completion. Attention should be made to conduct three survey at the same time of year. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: decrease in % of residents feeling fairly of very safe, 
after dark & during the day whilst outside. 
Also if % Is worse than the LA average. 
Yellow: No change or if % Is the same with the LA average. 
Green: increase In % of residents feeling fairly of very safe, 
after dark & during the day whilst outside. 
E3aseline to be used for comparison: SP5 LDF SEA scoping report indicator 
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Sustainability Objective 3. Improved education in terms of academic 
achievement and infrastructure and design. 
Indicators: % of r)ur)ils in new school achieving 5+ GCSEs WmC) at new school 
Monitoring Task: New School to provide annually figures of students achieving 5+ GCSEs 
(A*-C). 
Data Collection Timing: Annually after new school completion. 
Data collection Sample: Students attending new school. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: decrease in % of students achieving 5+ GCSEs In new 
school and In comparison to old schools being replaced. 
YoUnw: No change or If % Is the same with old schools. 
Green: increase in % of students achieving 5+ GCSEs in 
new school and in comparison to old schools being replaced. 
Baseline to be used for comparison: Old school performance. 
Indicators: Destination of school leavers M) eq full time education, emr)lovment. 
_qovernment 
supported training. 
Monitoring Task: Identify the destination of school leavers from new school % eg full time 
education, employment, government supported training. 
Data Collection Timing: Annually after new school completion (To be provided by School). 
Data collection Sample: Students graduating from new school. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: increase In % of students going straight into 
employment or not settled and decrease in % of students 
continuing education or receiving training. 
Yollow: No change or if % Is the same with old schools. 
Green: decrease in % of students continuing in education or 
training or Increase in % of students going directly Into 
employment or being unsettled. 
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Sustainability Objective 4: Improved local economy, In particular with 
regard to small businesses and the creation of quality employment 
opportunities. 
Indicators: SP7 b) Proportion of lobs ger working age resident (lobs density). 
Monitoring Task: Obtain annual Nomis survey results for the XX area 
Data Collection Timing: Annually but report prior to development commencement, during 
construction and post completion. 
Data collection Sample: XX wide, utilised sample. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: decrease jobs density 
No change 
Green: increase in jobs density. 
Baseline to be used for comparison: SP7b SEA scoping report. 
Indicators: EG2: a) Town/district centre Vacancy rates 
Monitoring Task: Obtain LA vacancy rate results for the XX area 
Data Collection Timing: Results obtained every two years but a report should be developed 
prior to development commencement, during constructioln and post completion. 
Data collection Sample: XX. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: Increase In vacancy rates 
Yolfow: No change 
Green: decrease in vacancy rates. 
Baseline to be used for comparison: EG2a indicator SEA scoping report. 
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Sustainability Objective 5: Improved mix between housing and 
businesses as well as types of housing. The need to create a new 
housing balance- a property ladder, enabling people to stay In the area. 
Indicator SP4 Number /% of dwellings on large housing schemes ( above 25 units) that are 
grovided under affordable housing planning policy. 
Monitoring Task: review of outline planning application. & site survey following completion. 
Data collection sample: development detailed planning application and post development 
completion with site survey. 
Data Collection Timing : Prior development commencement, and post development 
completion. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: significantly smaller % of affordable housing than 
recommended In Local policy 
yellow: slightly smaller % of affordable housing than 
recommended In Local policy 
Green: % of affordable housing provided as recommended In 
Localpolicy 
In order to demonstrate a balanced mixed development the number of different types of units 
and housing should be clearly stated in the detailed planning application and In a monitoring 
report, confirmation of the achievement of these numbers should be made with a site survey 
post development completion. However there are no benchmarks available as to optimum 
mix. 
Indicator: Contextual indicators of development Including, population size and 
characteristics. total households and average size as well as work location of residents. 
Monitoring Task: Door to door survey of development households. 
Data collection sample: housing development 
Data Collection Timing: Post development completion. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: Lack of diversity of type of households and out 
migration for work 
Ycllovv: No difference from current situation 
Green: greater diversity of type of households , than 
currently available In the locality as well as limited out 
migration of new residents for work. 
Comparisons should be made of results also to XX wide Contextual Indicators. 
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Sustainability Objective 6: Improve Biodiversity In terms of habitat 
creation and water management. 
Indicator, Monitor water quality of lod-qe.. 
Monitoring Task: Water quality tests 
Data collection sample: New Lodge 
Data Collection Timing : During Construction, annually and 3 years post completion. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: Poor water quality preventing habitat establishment or 
potential health hazard. 
Yellow: No difference to water quality of existing lodge. 
Green: better water quality than of existing lodge with 
extensive habitat establishment. 
Sustainability Objective 7: Improved accessibility (traffic management & 
transport links) 
Indicator: ENI means of travel by modal split. 
Monitoring Task: door to door surveys 
Data collection sample: XX development. 
Data Collection Timing : Post Development completion. 
Additional Information collected: School survey of how children travel to and from school. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: I 
Red: Increase in % of XX residents travelling by car in 
relation to ONS/ Census 2001 levels. 
Yellow: No change 
Green: decrease In % of residents travelling by car 
Indicator: EG4 travel to work/ out commuting. 
Monitoring Task: door to door surveys 
Data collection sample: XX development. 
Data Collection Timing : Post Development completion. 
Benchmark using traffic light method: 
Red: Increase I% of XX residents out-commuting to work In 
relation to borough standard. 
YO, tovv: No difference 
Green: decrease In % of XX residents out-commuting to 
work in relation to borough standard. 
out commuting defined as in Borough standard. 
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Sustainability Objective 8 Ensure safety with regard to contamination/ 
pollution. 
No long term indicators were identified for this sustainability objective, as it 
was not felt necessary to conduct, long term post-monitoring. However, 
participants agreed that the contaminated land consultant should describe in 
detail any monitoring proposed to be carried out during the remediation of the 
site. The consultants monitoring proposals are presented below. 
Encia Consulting Limited have devised a Remedial Strategy for the XX Paper Mill Site. This is 
presented in Encia Consulting Report No. 5996/3/Rev-A. The alms of the RS is to resolve 
contamination issues in order to protect environmental receptors and render the site suitable 
for the proposed development. 
With regard to contamination issues present on the site the main hazards to future users of the 
site are through ingestion, dermal contact and inhalation of contamination from the following 
sources: 
inorganic contamination in Made Ground soils 
localised petroleum hydrocarbon contamination 
hazardous gas generated from Made Ground soils and from the adjacent Tower Farm landfill. 
The IRS will address these issues by effectively isolating users of the site from contamination 
by, introducing a clean soil cover layers in garden and public open space areas, remediating 
hydrocarbon impacted soils to lower the concentrations of contaminants before placing 
remediated soils below areas of hardstand, and ensuring new buildings contain appropriate 
gas protection measures. It may be necessary to install a gas barrier system along the line of 
the former Bealey's Goit to protect development from the migration of leachate and hazardous 
gas. Long term monitoring of these gas protection measures may be required. 
All site works will be superivised by a suitably qualified engineer who will monitor all site 
activities, ensure that the IRS is being complied with and who will obtain samples to ensure 
validation of the protective measures including. 
Verification that requirements of the remedial strategy are adhered to. 
Effectiveness of remedial techniques. 
Validation of site specific target concentrations of remedial works 
Validation testing of site won and imported materials to ensure fitness for purpose. 
Verification of cover system and thicknesses. 
Quality Assurance and Quality Control of Gas Control measures. 
On satisfactory completion of all the works the Engineer will prepare a Verification Report. The 
Verification Report will stand as certification that the remedial and ground preparatory works 
have been carried out in accordance with this Remedial Strategy. 
Other than long term monitoring associated with the Tower Farm landfill, Encia Consulting 
remedial measure will not require long term monitoring. 
446 
Additional Info. 
With regard to contamination issues present on the site the main elements of this strategy are 
- to excavate and bio-remediate areas of localised hydrocarbon contamination for re-use 
- to excavate fill materials from infilled reservoirs and filter beds, remove deliterious material 
and bio-remediate organically contaminated material. 
- reclamation of materials suitable for re-use 
- construction of a gas/leachate/groundwater barrier, if required, along the line of Bealey's Goit. 
- provision and spereading of 450mm of suitable sub-soil and 150mm of topsoil in garden areas 
and public open space areas. 
The IRS will be agreed in Miting by regulators prior to the start of remedial works. 
Remedial work 
,s 
will be supervised by a Geo-environmental engineer who will ensure that the 
requirements * 
of the. RS are met. The responsibilities of the Engineer shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following: 
- Ensuring that all site personnel are suitably qualified and given an appropriate induction at the 
beginning of their first day. 
- Supervision of the remedial and ground preparatory works. 
- Advice on the correct handling of materials and conditions encountered. 
- Guidance on the appropriate protective clothing and safety equipment that is to be made 
available and used. 
- Ensuring that personal hygiene arrangements are adequate. 
- Retrieval of soil and water samples and the subsequent scheduling of appropriate laboratory 
analysis to enable validation of various aspects of the works, and to advise the Project 
Manager of progress. 
- Liaison with statutory authorities as required. 
The Engineer will maintain records of the works to include the 
following: I 
- Daily record sheets to include a summary of the day's activities. 
- Date and weather conditions. 
- Plant, personnel and visitors present. 
- Aspects relating to Health and Safety, Environmental Control, or non-compliance with either 
this Remedial Strategy or the Contractor's Method Statement. 
- Site surveys as necessary to record the locations of 
demolition, excavarion and filling activity. 
- Test results. 
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3. Sustainability Assessment Criteria. 
These sustainability assessment criteria are primarily based on the SEEDA checklist criteria 
and have been selected through the workshops and their relevance to the identified relevant 
objectives. The criteria presented for objective 8 ar6 based on the RESCUE European 
research projects results as identified relevant by workshop participants. 
2.1 Sustainability Objective 1: Development assessment 
criteria. 
improved Image and integration of the area In terms'of architecture, design, and social 
aspects as well as the combination of all. 
Sustainability 
criterion 1.1 
To develop a new place that responds to local development patterns, and provides a framework for 
development appropriate to the surroundings. 
Has the surrounding area been reviewed to determine the appropriate block and plot sizes for the 
Question development, with deviation from the surrounding patterns fully justified? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Minimum: Review of surrounding area carded out 
-7 
Good Practice: Findings from review incorporated. 
j [17ý 
Best Practice: Good Practice plus Justification f9r deviance from surrounding area 1171 
Justification 
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Sustainability 
Criterion 1.2 
To achieve visual and physical connectivity that makes it easy to find the development and to navigate 
around. 
Are there physical and visual links between the development and the surrounding area; Question 1) Are new routes into the site continuations of existing access points from the surrounding area? 
2) How direct are sight lines of existing neighbourhood streets continued through the site? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Minimum: 
Yes to 1) Fý 
Good Practice: Yes to 1), and sight line depth of one block. 
Best Practice. 
Yes to 1) and 2), and sight line depth greater than one block F1 
Justification 
Sustainability 
Criterion 1.3 
To deliver a development at an appropriate scale for all users 
Has the surrounding area been reviewed to determine the appropriate scale for the development In 
terms of height and massing? 
Question 
Minimum: Review of surrounding scale 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: Findings from review incorporated. 
Best Practice: Appropriate scale and massing proposed within recommended 
height: width ratios of the Urban Design Compendium Justifying 
deviance from surrounding scale 
Justification 
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ýustalnabllity 
criterion 1.4 
To avoid detrimental effects upon the surrounding community and highlight Issues that the 
development must address. 
Has a social impact assessment been carried out to examine the impact of the development on the Question existing community? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Minimum: 
No set minimum standard El 
Yes 
Good Practice: 
Best Practice: Yes, with supplementary evidence showing how results were taken Into account. 
Justification 
Sustainability 
criterion 1.5 
To promote community involvement in the design of the development to ensure their needs, Ideas and 
knoWedqe are taken into account to imDrove the ouality and acceDtabilitv of the develoDment. 
Has the community been actively involved in the development proposal: 
A: Has a stakeholder analysis been carried out (listing the types of groups it is proposed to Involve 
Question and how each will be identified/appmached/communicated with) B: Has consultation been carded out with the community as to the needs and aspirations of their 
locality at the conception stage 
C: Has a communication campaign providing Information to the community about the Impact and 
implications of the proposed development been carded out at an early stage 
D: Has information been provided for the community informing them about how they can get involved 
and influence the development? 
E: Are there opportunities for the community to have continued Involvement In. the development of the 
project? 
Targets/ Standard LA consultation El Benchmark Minimum: 
Good Practice: 3 items from the list 
Best Practice: Entire list plus documentary evidenqe showing how Issues and 
views were taken Into account 
Justification 
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Sustainability 
Criterion 1.6 
To create a place with a clear identity that is easy to understand and navigate 
Has the development been designed to be easy for users to understand and orientate themselves In, 
and does it promote a neighbourhood Identity? 
Question i) Have entrances to the development and its different areas been designed as gateways? 2) Have landmarks, including memorable buildings, been used to help users orientate themselves? 
3) Have clear views and deflected Views of landmarks been created? 
4) Have comer buildings been heightened or building line altered to act as landmarks? 
5) Have nodes been emphasised through surface treatment? 
Targets/ Minimum: <3 points addressed Benchmark 
Good Practice: 
Yes to 3 questions 
Best Practice: Yes to all questions 
Justification 
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2.2 Sustainability Objective 2 development assessment 
criteria. 
To provide a safe environment for people to work and live In. 
Objective To ensure that building frontages encourage pedestrian usage of streets contributing to vitality. 
Question 3. (9) 
What % of buildings has been designed to'Secure By 
I 
Design' or equivalent standards? 
Minimum: 
< 60% 
F-1 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Good Practice: 60-80% 
Best Practice: > 80% 
Justification 
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2.3 Sustainability Objective 3 development assessment 
criteria. 
Improved education in terms of academic achievement and infrastructure and design. 
The SEEDA sustainability does not make reference specifically to schools especially with 
regard to academic achievement. However, there are standards for school environmental 
performance and design namely the BREEAM School Standard which should be met. 
See : hftp: //www. breeam. orqlschools. htmi not included in this report. 
This is an assessment tool in itself and incorporates a number of criteria. 
Comments: 
The school element of the development is proposed to be designed to achieve at least a 'very 
good' BREEAM rating. 
The BREEAM School Standards is intended to help schools and LEAs to set environmental 
targets for new and refurbished school buildings and serve as a useful tool for demonstrating 
the environmental performance of designs. 
BREEAM Schools assesses new build and refurbishment school projects in line with WES 
requirements. Assessment criteria are based on environmental performance levels rather than 
specific design solutions and includes consideration of energy, transport, water, materials, land 
use, ecology and pollution to secure high environmental performance standards: 
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2.4 Sustainability Objective 4 development assessment 
criteria. 
improved local economy, in particular with regard to small businesses and the creation 
of quality employment opportunities. 
Sustainability 
criterion 4.1 
To ensure that the development contributes to the sustainable economic vitality of the local area and 
region. 
Does the new business space Increase/ maintain the viability of existing businesses? 
Question 
Targets/ Minimum: No minimum standard set. 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: 
Committed anchor tenant with complementary business to those 
i id tifipd i ti I th s en ex s na n a arRa 
Best Practice: Economic study shows that the facility. will meet the needs of 
existing businesses in the area 
Justification 
Sustainability 
criterion 4.2 
To promote business growth within regionally prioritised sectors. 
Is the development designed to suit the needs of prioritised business sectors as Identified in the RES? 
Question 
Minimum: No set minimum standard 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: One Sector 
Best Practice: More than one sector. 
Justification 
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Sustainability 
Criterion 4.3 
To attract inward investment hm businesses and org. anisations ftorn outside the Immediate area to 
Increase economic well being 
Is the development designed to attract Inward Investment? 
Question 
Targets/ Minimum: No set minimum standard Fý Benchmark 
Good Practice: Demonstrated unmet demand 
0 
Best Practice: Identified occupiers 
Justification 
Sustainability 
Criterion 4.4 
To create additional permanent jobs within the local area. 
What is the potential for the development to create additional permanent jobs either through new 
Question business or for maintenance of the development? 
Minimum: 
Targets/ None El Benchmark 
Good Practice: Net % increas e in jobs In area 
Best Practice: 
Increase in jobs and local skills base 
Justification 
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Sustainability 
criterion 4.5 
To provide space for all business types, both start up or expanding, to maintain a diverse and flexible 
business sector within the area, and provide for facilities for future growth. 
I 
Does the development include a range of size of business promises to encourage both start up and 
Question expanding business? 
Targetst 
Minimum: 
No 
Benchmark 
Good Practice: Yes provided 
Best Practice: 
Justification 
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2.5. Sustainability Objective 5 development assessment 
criteria. 
Improved mix between housing and businesses as well as types of housing. The need to 
create a new housing balance -a property ladder, enabling people to stay In the area. 
Objective To attract a diverse new community that reflects the surrounding demographic tends 
Question Has a statement been prepared explaining how the development contributes to the required mix of 3.8. (4) housing for the area, in terms of type, size, tenure and reflecting the needs of the current and 
prospective community demographics? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Minimum: 
One issue addressed 
Two issues addressed. 
Good Practice: 
Best Practice: All issues addressed 
Justification 
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2.6. Sustainability Objective 6 development assessment 
criteria. 
Improve biodiversity in terms if habitat creation and water management. 
Sustainability 
Criterion 6.1 
To reduce the overall consumption of clean water for non-potable uses.. 
What % of total dwellings incorporate grey water recycling systems? Question 
Targets/ Minimum: 1 <25% El Benchmark 
Good Practice: 25-50%. 
Best Practice: 1 >50% 
1D 
Justification 
Sustainability 
criterion 6.2 
To reduce the risk of flooding on proposed development sites and adjacent areas of land. 
Is the development designed to reduce the contribution it may make to flash flooding? 
A: SUDS system Incorporating swales, reed beds, detention ponds and infiltration basins 
Question B: Use of permeable surfaces In car parks, amenity areas, pavements, cycle routes, bridleways 
C: Use of Green roofs to slow run-off 
D: Ponds and Wetlands 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Minimum: I from the list F-1 
Good Practice: 2 from the list 
Best Practice: 3 or more from the list 
Justification 
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Sustainability 
Criterion 6.3 
To ensure water contamination occurring off site does not affect occupiers through the use of design 
measures.. 
Are there any sources of water contamination In or close to the site, and how have these been 
Question mitigated? 
Targets/ Minimum: Not addressed El Benchmark 
Good Practice: Study carried out and some recommendations acted upon 
Best Practice: Study carried out and no sources of contamination or all 
recommendations acted upon 
Justification 
Sustainability 
criterion 6.4 
To determine the ecological value of the habitats In and around the site In order to maintain and 
enhance blodiversity and protect existing natural ha6itats. 
Has an ecological survey been carded out, by a qualified ecologist, to examine habitats In and around 
Question the site and migration routes across the site? 
5.1.1 
Minimum: No set minimum standard 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Survey and mitigations/ harm avoidance strategy Good Practice: 
Best Practice: As good practice with strategy for enhancements 
Justification 
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Sustainability 
criterion 6.5 
To improve and strengthen the ecological value of the site and existing habitats. 
Will there be an increase in the valued habitats either by area or Increased ecological value (as assessed 
Question by an ecologist)? 
Targets/ Minimum: No set minimum standard 
I F7 Benchmark 
Good Practice: 
Yes In one habitat 
Best Practice: Yes In more than one habital/no valued habitats Identified. 
Justification 
Sustainability 
criterion 6.6 
To improve the ecological value of the site and provide additional ecological features and habitats. 
Will any appropriate new ecological features be created on the site (local BAPs and HAPs should be 
Question used to identify appropriate features) 
5.2. (2) 
Minimum: No set minimum standard F-I Targets/ 
Benchmark One additional feature Good Practice: 
Best Practice: More than one additional features 
Justification 
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2.7. Sustainability Objective 7: Development assessment 
criteria. 
Improved accessibility (traffic management and transport links) 
Sustainability 
Criterion 7.1 
To manage the Impact of traffic generated by the development upon the existing transport 
infrastructure and the community. 
Question 
Has a Traffic Assessment been carded out,? 
Targetst 
Benchmark Minimum: J Impacts acceptable given benefits of development 
Good Practice: Mitigation possible for impacts and planned Into design 
Best Practice: Minimal Impacts - little mitigation required 
J tifi ti us ca on 
Sustainability To promote the use of virtual communications as an alternative to transport where possible. 
criterion 7.2 
Has the developer installed infrastructure In homes and commercial / Industrial buildings which will Question allow the use of virtual communications as an alternative to transport? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Minimum: Ducting in place to allow self-installation F-1 
Good Practice: Fibre Network throughout 
Best Practice: No Best Practice identified 
fi t Justi ca ion 
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Sustainability 
criterion 7.3 
To ensure the availability of frequent and convenient public transport links to train, tram or tube 
What is the furthest distance that an occupier would have to travel to either a major fixed public Question transport node (train, tube, tram) or a regular link (every 10-15 mins) to major fixed public transport 
node? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark Local authority policy Minimum: 
<1.5km. 
Good Practice: 
Best Practice: < BOOM 
Justification 
Objective To reduce the Impact of heavy goods vehicles loading on public highways. 
Question Has provision been made for off road HGV/delivery vehicle loading space for retail, commercial and 4.3. (3) industrial units? 
Targets/ Minimum: <60% of units Fý Benchmark 
Good Practice: Yes for 60 - 80% of units requiring HGV servicing. 
0 
Best Practice: Yes, for > 80% of cases 
Justification 
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Objective Promote walking around the site in order to enhance convenience, community Interaction and reduce 
the requirement for private car use.. 
Question Has a network of safe pedestrian & bike routes around site and to local facilities been provided? 4.4. (1) 
Targetst 
Benchmark Minimum: On site network of safe mutes provided 
On site and surrounding pavement networks linked, and connected Good Practice. to local facilities. 
Best Practice: Good practice plus pedestrian priority areas I no priority areas 
DrovIded 
Justification 
Objective To promote cycling as a real alternative to the use of private cars for shorter journeys, whilst reducing 
the fear of crime. 
Question Is there a network of safe bike routes to local facilities near to and overlooked by, roads and 4.4. (2) pavements? 
Targets/ 
Benchmark 
Minimum: Routes provided on road side 1 
11 
Good Practice: Key facilities served by cycle mutes 
D 
Best Practice: Site Wide network with direct links to neighbouring routes 
0 
Justification 
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Objective To ensure vehicle speeds are appropriate to all mad users. 
Question Is there a traffic management plan In place which encourages the safe passage of vehicles through the 4.6. (1) development, at an appropriate speed? Note this could Include passive design measures (e. g. Road 
narrowing, surface treatments etc) 
Targets/ Minimum: 
Benchmark No traffic management plan F7 
Good Practice: ýesign strategies for major routes 
Best Practice: 
Design strategies for entire site 
Justification 
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2.8. Sustainability Objective 8: Development assessment 
criteria. 
Ensure safety with regard to contamination 
Task for consultant: Answer the following questions. 
For selected criteria, Assess how the development performs against these criteria 
Justify answer. 
I- 11 
Project Monitoring and evaluation 
Has the project identified the risks and the mitigation 
measures to be put in place to reduce the human 
health and environment risks associated with exposure 
to hazardous substances? 
Will the project include on going remediation 
performance verification in terms of cost, efficiency and 
schedule in order to reduce corresponding risks? 
Will the project include post validation remediation 
performance verification?? in terms of cost, efficiency 
and schedule to measure the success of the 
remediation process? 
Will the project include a risk management framework 
involving identification planning and a minimisation 
plan? 
Will the project consider the key environmental 
legislation related to the industrial sites ( IPPC, EIA), 
treatment of contaminated land, energy efficiency, 
waste minimisation and pollution control (EMAS)? 
Has the project used decision support tools to assist in 
environmental decision making ( characterisation 
strateqv. remediation techniques etc)? 
Description of the monitoring system put 
in place, objectives , use of indicators, 
periodicity , timing and what action to be taken if problem is identified. 
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4. Future Actions, results of session 3 of workshop. 
The results drawn from a facilitated discussion regarding the administratlonal and financial 
aspects of the assessment and monitoring were carried out In a transparent manner and are 
presented below. Discussions were held and all stakeholders were given questionnaires to 
answer the following answers. There was unanimity with responses provided which are 
provided following each question. 
Question 1: 
Please select preferred option: 
The developer should be responsible for the preparation of the monitoring report as 
well as the surveys and for obtaining and collating Information from the LA. 
2. The developer should put some money aside for the surveys and monitoring 
frameworks, yet it Is the LA responsibility to analyse the data and write the monitoring 
reports ( this can also be undertaken by obtaining consultant help) 
All stakeholders present including the developer, agreed that option 2 would be preferable. LA 
pointed out that they would hire consultants to undertake the work. 
Question 2: 
Should the results of the assessment of the development based on these criteria be reported 
in a sustainability assessment to be handed Into LA-for consideration with the EIA and 
planning application. 
All stakeholders agreed and therefore results be presented In a Chapter of the EIS. 
Question 3: 
How public should the results of the assessment and monitoring surveys be made? Should 
they be made available to the local community or shodld they be used purely to Inform LA, 
regional and other relevant government bodies. 
All stakeholders stated that the results should be made available to the local community also 
as part of feedback to the community consultation undertaken so far. It was also agreed that it 
was the LA obligation to publicise the information under the newly Introduced Freedom of 
Information Act. 
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Appendix 11: Evaluation questionnaire results 
Phase 4 evaluation questionnaire results. 
STDIEV 
Questions (n 15) 
Overall how useful did you find today's workshop? 7.2 1.1 
To what extent do you feel the objectives of the workshop were 
achieved? 7.2 1.0 
How effective did you find the methods used In achieving the 
objectives of today's workshop? 7.6 0.9 
To what extent did you feel the participants represented 
stakeholders In the XX? 7.4 1.2 
To what extent did you feel the participants represented the different 
issues under consideration? 7.3 1.5 
Do you feel awareness of different perspectives about the project 
was raised? 7.5 1.1 
Do you feel this process supported communication between 
participants? 7.5 1.3 
Do you feel this process supported understanding between 
participants? 7.2 1.1 
Phaqp 6 evaluation auestionnalre results. 
STDEV 
Questions averaqe (05) 
How useful did you find today's workshop? 7.0 1.2 
To what extent do you feel the objectives of the workshop were 
achieved? 7.3 0.8 
How effective did you find the methods used In achieving the 
objectives of today's workshop? 6.5 1.1 
How informative did you find the meeting with regard to XX 
sustainabili ? 7.1 1.0 
How informative did you find the meeting with regard to sustainability 
monitoring? 7.4 1.3 
Do you feel awareness of different perspectives about the project 
was raised? 8.1 0.9 
Do you feel this process supported communication between 
participants? 8.8 0.7 
Do you feel this process supported understanding between 
participants? 8.2 
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Appendix 12: Metaevaluation interview questions. 
Please note that were appropriate further probing questions were used. 
Q. What is your role with regard to the XX development? 
Q. Were there any particular benefits from carrying out the RAF process? 
Personally for you? 
For the development? 
Q. Were there any problems associated with carrying out the RAF process? 
Personally for you? 
For the development? 
Q. What did you think of the Sustainability Assessment criteria? 
(like/ dislike/ recommendations for improvement) 
Q. What did you think of the monitoring indicators? 
(like/ dislike/ recommendations for improvement) 
Q. Do you feel the evaluation strategy developed allows for a context specific 
assessment of the development? 
(Yes / No/ recommendations) 
Q. Do you feel the extent and methods of community consultation where appropriate? 
(Yes / No/ recommendations) 
Q. Do you feel this process is sufficiently structured and integrated within the existing 
planning processes? 
(Yes / No/ recommendations) 
Q. Do you feel the time spent on carrying out this process was reasonable? (should 
this process be widely adopted? ) 
(Yes / No/ recommendations) 
Q. Do you feel the timing of the process was appropriate? 
(Yes / No/ recommendations) 
Q. Do you think this is a process which should be applied to all major planning 
applications? 
(Yes / No/ recommendations) 
Q. What do you think needs to be done for the RAF to be widely used? 
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